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PREFACE.

TH1s pamphlet originates in a criticism of a recent edition! of
the Timaeus of Plato in the ‘Classical Review’ for March this year.
The editor replied to my review in the April number. My full
answer was reserved for a pamphlet because the subject could not
be adequately treated in a review: and yet the editor’s statements
were such that I could not let them remain long unchallenged.
Rather therefore than wait for the pamphlet, I wrote a preliminary
answer for the same number of the ¢Classical Review.” In it was
given, among other things, a test instance of the trustworthiness "
of the editor’s allegations. Eventually the editor accepted the test
without reserve, in a tone of contempt and with an appearance
of great confidence. How completely unfortunate the result was
for him, may be seen from an article of mine which followed in
the ‘Academy’ of June 8, 1889, and if mere success in controversy
had been my object there would have been no need for me to say
anything more.

But there seemed to be a reason for redeeming my promise about
the pamphlet. In the editing of the Timaeus there are a number
of different departments: all are undertaken in the edition in ques-
tion, in all the work seemed of the same character, and thus the
number and nature of things to be noticed was so great that a
full description could not be conveniently given in a review. Hence
~ I was obliged to give a general account of them, working out a

! The Timaeus of Plato. Edited with Introduction and Notes by R. D. Archer-
Hind, M.A.
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few typical examples, and giving sufficient indications of the nature
of others to enable any reader acquainted with the subject to verify
what was said of them. Now as the editor apparently presumed in his
answer on the number of readers who could not or would not do this,
it seemed advisable to publish a pamphlet to supply omitted details.
It is not my fault that in some cases the editor’s notes and those
of others or portions of his reply have had to be given with such
fulness. The method which he chose in his reply made this abso-
lutely necessary. This is partly why repetition of examples given
in the review has not been avoided, for I am now justified in
showing more fully than before the nature of the mistakes involved
in some of them. Others have been challenged, and on that account
alone may be restated. The editor’s answer, which was disfigured by
personalities, was an evasion that amounted to confession. He said
‘he would not have felt called upon to notice the review, if I had
not ¢ freely scattered accusations of dishonesty,” or as he also expresses
it, of ‘piracy’ and ‘mala fides” It is, by the way, a part of the
misrepresentation of his reply to give the reader the impression that
I was as intemperate in my language as himself. I did not use the
above terms, and I take the opportunity of saying that the severest
form of comment I allowed myself, consisted in pointing out how
‘entirely applicable to himself were the phrases which he used of
other people.

If the charges to which the editor thus referred were his only reason
for replying, he was committed to answering them. But the main
counts against him resting on the use made of the notes of Stallbaum
and Martin are not denied, much less controverted. In the case of the
former, he produces the appearance of an answer by professing to
prove with an air of triumph that he had not pirated from Stallbaum
in one particular place. It is a place where he was not even suspected
of piracy. He professed also to defend himself with regard to Darem-
berg, to whom his obligations would in any case be small as compared
with that to the two editors. But here the evasion is so palpable that
it would not escape any careful reader, even if he had not my own
review before him to test it by. What he did beside was to try to
discredit my whole review, by trying to shew me wrong upon several
points which were not relevant to the only issue which, according
to his own statement, had moved him to answer. The total effect

\_
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therefore of his reply was a tacit confession on this issue. The reply
itself is considered in detail in paragraphs 15, 31, 32, 41-47, 65-70
in this pamphlet; and of the examination of the several arguments
in it, it need only be said here, that one who wished to clear himself
of an imputation of ‘ mala fides,” should for his own sake have avoided
such forms. of controversy as are there brought to light. With the
fatality of unconscious self-criticism which attends him so constantly,
he has quoted in the Introduction of his reply—aié dudioBnreiv pév,
épllew 8¢ paf.

It is not always thought necessary to tell the whole truth about
a book in a review, but it was necessary in this case to tell a good
deal of it not only in justice to the editor’s predecessors, for reasons
which will appear, but also in justice to his contemporaries, because
it will not do to allow foreign critics to think our standard of an
edition of a classical author so far below theirs, or our notion of the
interpretation of ancient philosophy so anachronistic. There was
another reason—something very different to the truth had been told
about this book. In such circumstances though the reviewer’s duty
is clear, it has its dangers, for partisans are not always scrupulous, as I
was speedily to learn. :

The vindication of the rights of Stallbaum and Martin and of
others besides will find sympathy with those who are trying to do
genuine work, and who hope that posterity will both find it useful
and not forget their share in it.

As to Stallbaum, it is not uncommon to find him merely depre-
ciated at first by students, partly because his treatment of the phi-
losophical questions does not satisfy them. But this onesidedness
is but a sign of immaturity and of imperfect acquaintance with
modern books on Greek philology. Stallbaum, in his editions of
the Platonic dialogues, made an important contribution to the subject,
as may be seen on even a casual inspection of the most important
German literature on Greek Grammar. The attitude to Stallbaum



[ 8]
(as well as to others) in this edition would be inexcusable even if
the obligation to him was less than it is: for in respect of
accuracy, Greek scholarship, learning (especially such as subserves
the criticism of the Greek text), and in the general conception
of what an edition of a Greek author should aim at, there is no
comparison to be drawn.

Academical and literary engagements have delayed the publication
of this pamphlet, and even now I am not ready with the parts which
treat of the philosophy and what may conveniently be called the
scientific subjects in the Timaeus.

J. COOK WILSON.

October, 1889.




PART 1.

RELATION OF THE EDITION TO PRECEDING
COMMENTARIES.

§ 1.—OBLIGATIONS TO _STALLEAN Mo

CORRIGENDA.

Page 61, note, Ist line, for whyp read myyijv
»s 74,19, for vevonuévov read vevonuévov

, 83, transpose the two sentences

Of the emendations .
But, as we have also seen .

J. Cook Wilson’s Timaeus.

. . Part III.
. . had before him,

R R e

original from which they a.ppea; derived to make them intelligible or

complete.

17 B,

8oa duiv] »This is doubtless the right
reading. Sokrates had bargained with his
friends, a8 we may learn from 20 B, that
they should supply the sequel to his dis-
course®: and this they had consented to do.

bThus in recapitulating his own con-
tribution Sokrates recalls to their minds
what is expected of themb.

Stallbaum.

b ¢‘Num meministis, &c.” Quod est mo-
deste suspicantis, ut alteri recordentur, quid
ipse postulaverit®, * * *

aMale Bekkerus e duobus libris #uiv
dedit quod servavit etiam Astius. Nam
etsi Socrates ipse partem disputationis
profligaverat, tamen ceteros voluerat de
iisdem rebus suam ferre sententiams. o
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The reader will vainly look in the editor’s commentary or apparatus
criticus for the alternative reading which is rejected, but will find it
(#uiv) in Stallbaum’s. Otherwise the notes are identical, though the

order of the subjects is reversed.

35 B.

(N.B.—The editor’s note is given with-
out omissions exactly as it stands.)
fipxero 8¢ Biaupeiv &de] Here Plato is

really pythagorising.

The numbers which follow are those
which compose the geometrical Terpaxrds
of the Pythagoreans.

This rerpaxrds is double, proceeding in
one branch from 1 to 2% in the other from
1 to 3% thus:,

It will be observed that the sum of the
first six numbers, 1, 3, 3, 4, 8, 9 equals
the last, 27.

This rerpakrds was significant of many
things to the Pythagoreans:

of these it will suffice to mention one which
Plato may have had in view in selecting
these numbers :

1 denotes the point ; then in the SisAdowa
Sagrhipara 2 stands for the straight line,
4 for the rectilinear plane, 8 for the recti-
linear solid.

In the TpiwAdow Siaorfipara 3 is the
curved line, 9 the curvilinear superficies,
27 the curvilinear solid.

These numbers also, as we presently see,
form the basis of a musical scale.

The simple Pythagorean rerpaxris,
1+32+3+4 =10 is not employed by
Plato.

Stallbaum.

(Stallbaum after stating that there were
said to be several forms of the Pythagorean
tetractys, two of which were numerical,
the first of them being a series in arith-
metical progression, continues, p. 140, col. 2):
Verum hujus quidem tetractyos nunc a
Platone non habita est ratio, qui potius ob
oculos habuit alteram, quae efficitur multi-
plicatione atque proportione nititur geo-
metrica,

Est autem ea duplex, prouti ex numeris
vel paribus vel imparibus composita est,
ita quidem ut in illis binario, in his ternario
exponendi tribuatur vis et potentia. Spe-
ciem ejus atque formam haecce figura
repraesentabit, quam apud Macrobium 1. c.
vidimus appictam ; (here comes the editor’s
figare) * ¥

(141,c0l. 2) . . . cujus sex priora membra
aequant summam ultimi, h. e. viginti sep-
tem efficiunt.

(Stallbaum after giving various meanings
assigned in Theon Smyrnaeus to some of
the numbers in the ¢ arithmetical’ tetractys
continues) Quae vides quam vaga sint et
ambigua, ut vix quidquam inde ad Platonis
interpretationem proficiamus. Plus mo-
menti ad rem nostram facit geometrica
illorum numerorum explicatio.

Nam monas puncti dyas lineae, trias
planitiei, tetras cubi signum esse puta-
batur. Id quod prorsus etiam in geometri-
cam convenit tetractyn, in qua et ipsa
terni numeri ex unitate prognati lineae,’
planitiei, atque cubi vel solidi corporis
imaginem exhibent, hoc tamen discrimine,
ut tetractys ex paribus numeris conflata
figuras rectis lineis constantes denotet;
altera autem, quae impares habet numeros,
curvarum linearum indicium faciat. * *

Duotetractys illa . .. a Pythagoreis
etiam pro fundamento habita est systematis
harmeonici, s. tonici. * *

(140. 3) tetractys, quae ex primis quat-
toor numeris, 1, 2, 3, 4, composita est
atque habet arithmeticam proportionem,
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quippe additione effectas, qui quidem nu-
meri quum gignant numerum denarium,
factum est, ut hic ipse numerus pro per-
fectissimo sanctissimoque haberetur. Verum
hujus quidem tetractyos Platone non est
habita ratio.

There are several points worthy of attention in the relation of the
English note and the Latin.

(1) The former begins at once with something about ¢ the geometri-
cal tetractys,” which implies (cf. ¢ this tetractys’) that there are other
forms of tetractys. Yet nothing has been said about any others.
Quite at the end of the English note another tetractys is mentioned,
but we are not told whether these two are all, or what the general
meaning of ¢tetractys’ is. The corresponding passage in Stallbaum
is preceded, as it should of course be, by the information that there
were several forms of tetractys. The English transcript should have
begun at an earlier point.

" (2) Why is ¢this tetractys’ called ‘ geometrical’? The English
does not say, and might from what is said of the geometrical relations
symbolised by the tetractys suggest a wrong answer. From the part
of the Latin not reproduced we learn that the geometrical tetractys
is so called because its terms are in geometrical proportion (or progres-
sion), and it is opposed to the arithmetical tetractys whose terms are
in arithmetical proportion (or progression).

(3) The reader would not know from the English whether the
lambda-shaped figure had any special meaning, or whether it is the
editor’s way of representing the two series, which start from the same
term. It appears from the corresponding part by Stallbaum that the
figure is an ancient tradition. (Compare also Martin i. 384.)

(4) Itis said ¢ this tetractys was significant of many things, &c.” as
if it were only a question of choosing, to suit the passage, one of several
known meanings of the geometrical tetractys. This looks like an in-
accurate reading of the corresponding Latin. Stallbaum quotes various
meanings assigned in ancient authorities, not to the geometrical but
the arithmetical tetractys, and puts forward an interpretation of the
geometrical tetractys, based on the analogy of one of the meanings of
the arithmetical tetractys, as may be seen from what is quoted above.
It is significant in this connexion that the editor does not say why the
other meanings of the geometrical tetractys, which his language would
imply known to him, will not suit. He does not even say why the
meaning of it, which he assigns, will suit. Such things are character-
istic of notes of this dependent kind.
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The mathematical phraseology in the same part of the note is
very odd—* rectilinear plane’—* rectilinear solid ’—* curvilinear super-
ficies’—* curvilinear solid.” Their origin seems to be an attempt to
render the Latin of Stallbaum °¢figuras rectis lineis constantes,’
&ec., &c. One must wonder what the editor thought it all meant.

(5) The last sentence of the note is careless. The °simple
tetractys’ should have of course been represented as a series, and not
as a sum, and if it had been called ‘arithmetical,’ the right meaning
of ¢ geometrical tetractys’ would have been at least suggested. The
bare fact that the sum of the four terms of the arithmetical tetractys is
ten is repeated without its context, and so without a hint as to whether
it had any significance for the Pythagoreans. So it is with the state-
ment earlier in the note, that the sum of the first six numbers in the
double tetractys is equal to the last. Information on both points is
given in Stallbaum : some of it is quoted above.

(6) The opening sentence—* Here Plato is really pythagorising,’
illustrates what the editor thinks will do for a note in this kind of
subject.

In any case such a statement is valueless unless the authority for it
is given, and more especially here, since there has been so much doubt
as to what is ‘really’ Pythagorean and what is not.

(7) Stallbaum, besides referring to the ancient authorities, ac-
knowledges his obligation to Boeckh. The English note contains no
acknowledgment whatever.

8. The next set of instances concern the learning by which the
Timaeus is illustrated.
21 C.
8 7ds ordoes k.T.A. frayrdody karaperijoar.

Stallbaum.

&a rds ordoes] Plutarch, Solon, c. 31 Senectute eum impeditum esse scribit
says it was old age, not civil troubles, which  Plutarchus vit. Solon. ¢. 31.
prevented Solon from carrying out his
designs.

a1 E.

Nqi6] This goddess is identified by De dea Aegyptia, cui Neith nomen fuit
Plutarch with Isis, de Iside ef Osiride, quamque etiam Herodotus . . . Plutarch.
§ 9 7 & &v Zde 7ijs "AOnyds, v xal "lowv  de Isid. et Osir. p. 354 pro Minerva habent.

voul{ovow, &os Emypapiy elxe TowadTyy,
*End el mav 10 yeyovds kal by ral tobpevoy:

xal Tov ¢udv wémhov obdels mw Oynros dme-
KaAvev.
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29 E.

The vulgar notion of 73 @eiov pOovepdy
was extremely distasteful to Plato, cf.
Phaedrus 247 A ¢0bvos ydp & Oclov
Xxopot iorarar,

So Aristotle Metaph. A. ii. 983% 2 dAA
oire 70 Oeiov Ppovepdy vdéxerar elvar, GAA
kal kard TYv wapopfav woAAd Yeldovra
doudot.

dyad . .. & obdels pObvos] Ita Phaedr.
347 A ¢Obvos vdp Ew Oelov xbpov (sic)
foraras, de quo vid. &ec.

Aristot. Metaphys. p. 8 ed. Brandis €l 3)
Aéyovaly T kT A, . . . AN’ obire T8 Oeiov
Plovepdv tvdéxeras elvas dAAQ kal kaTd TV
wapowpiay moAAd Yevdovrar dodol, ofire K.T.A,

In his preface the editor excuses himself for excluding much
¢ linguistic exegesis’ on the ground that ¢the commentary would
have been swelled to an unwieldy bulk.” (A better ground will pro-
bably suggest itself later on.) When self-denial is professed in the
matter of useful notes, suspicion is provoked by the borrowing of such
entirely superfluous learning as in some of the following instances,
which seems only to serve for a ¢ gelehrten Anstrich.’

B.
0 Stallbaum.

olov €l 71is] This passage is referred to ceterum hoc initio orationis Socraticae
by Athenaeus XI. 507 D in support of the usus est Athenaeus XI. 507 D, E, ut Pla-
truly remarkable charge of ¢:Aodofia which  tonem more suo calumniaretur.
he brings against Plato.

Soalso at the beginning of the dialogue, is repeated, without acknow-
ledgment to Boeckh or Stallbaum the useless gossip from Athenaeus
(IX. 382) given in Boeckh’s note, and the remark of Quintilian
(IX. iv. #8), to which Boeckh also refers: where Stallbaum rightly
says, ¢ Ceterum non attinet hic narrare quid Athenaeus IX. p. 382. ..
et Quintilian. IX. iv. 78 de hoc Timaei initio judicaverint.’

24 A.

wapadelypara is of course mot put for
elkbvas, a8 Proklos would have it, but sig-
nifies samples, specimens.

Stallbaum.

... de quo vocabulo Proclus: mapadely-
para viv tds elkbvas kakel . .. Imo mapa-
Seiypara dicuntur quasi specimina quae-
dam, &c. (Stallbaum also renders ¢ Proben’
=samples.)

At the end of the note on the reflection from mirrors (46 A) is added
a quotation from Seneca, which might well have been spared as will

be seen.

46 A,

Seneca natur. quaest. I. v. 1 clearly ex-
presses the distinctive character of Plato’s
theory of reflections:

Stallbaum.

Brevius rem tractavit Alcinous. . . ad
cujus verba Jacobus Carpentarius: ¢ Quam-
quam non omnes, inquit, hanc rationem
eorum, quae in speculis apparent, admit-
tent, sed, ut ait Seneca Natur. Quaest.
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¢ de speculis duse opiniones sunt ; alii enim
in illis simulacra cerni putant id est cor-
porum nostrorum figuras a nostris cor-
poribus emissas ac separatas,
alii non imagines in speculo, sed ipsa ad-
spics corpora retorta oculorum acie et in
se rwursus reflexa.

AThe italicised words express Plato’s

opinion.»

14 ]

I. 5, omnino de illis duae opiniones sunt.
Alii enim in iis simulacra cerni putant,
i.e. corporum nostrorum figuras a nostris
corporibus per aérem sparsas et in illis
acceptas. ~Alii cum Platone aiunt® nullas
re vera imagines in speculo esse, quemad-
modum neque in iride colores, sed ipsa
adspici corpora, oculorum acie retorta et
in se rursus reflexa.’

Seneca does not mention Plato here. If Plato is really meant
Charpentier should have (as he has in Stallbaum’s note) the. credit
of pointing it out. The editor, who makes no acknowledgments,
reproduces in his last sentence (‘The italicised words, &ec.”) Char-
pentier’s remark ‘alii cam Platone aiunt,” without observing that the
words of Seneca referred to do not clearly express the distinctive
character of Plato’s theory of reflections,” for in that the ‘oculorum
acies’ is no more supposed to be ¢turned back on itself’ than it
is in the theory of direct vision!. The single case which it might
suit is that where a man sees his own €ye in a mirror, but though
Plato speaks of a man seeing his own face (which certainly involves
no ‘retorta oculorum acies’) it happens that he does not consider what
would take place in the peculiar case of the eye seeing itself.

4. A couple of instances follow of philological notes, which are
a kind of variant on Stallbaum’s.

45A.
oxély pdv oty xeipés Te Tavry xal Bid radra mpocépy nio:.
Stallbaum.
De numero verbi

singulari v. ad Sym-
posium 188 B, Coll.
Matthiae Gr. § 203.

npooépv] With this remarkable use of the singular compare
the still stronger case in Symposium 188 B xal ydp mdxva: kai
Xxbradas xal EpvoiBas &k wAeovetlas xal drooulas mepl GAARAG TAY
TowovTaw ylyveras dowrinin.

The construction is of course distinct from the so-called
¢schema Pindaricum,’ in which the verb precedes its subject,
and which is not so very uncommon in Attic writers.

The addition de swo is an instance of the inaccuracy of the philo-
logical notes which will be more fully illustrated hereafter. On the
one hand there is no danger of confusion with the particular construc-
tion to which the editor is referring because the verb is always elva: or
something cognate: an important feature which the editor does not
notice. On the other hand, in the ¢schema Pindaricum’ in the wider
sense the verb does not necessarily come first, and the construction of

! See below, par. 63. ’
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the present passage may be well compared with it, and, as it happens,

is compared with it by Kiihner.

23 B.
73 kdAMoTOV Kal EpiaTov yévos tn’ dvbphimovs.

&ml signifies extension over: a use ex-
ceedingly rare in Attic prose but oc-
curring again in Critias 112 E im ndoav
Ebplbmny xal ’Aclav karé Te owpbraw kdAAy
kal xard T TA Yuxdv mavrolav dperiy
EAGyipol Te Foav kal dvopasTéraror mévraw
7&v Tore : and a similar, though not iden-
tical, use is to be found in Protagoras 322 D.

Stallbaum.

&n’ dvBpdmovs . . . quod similiter dictum
est atque Critia p. 112 E &nt wdoav Edpd-
mv—EAbyipor foav, et fere idem valet
quod &v dvépdrrors.

Homer, Iliad XXTV. v. 202 dpot, nj 31
To1 Pppéves olxovl’ s TO mhpos mep, kA€ &’
dv@pdrmovs. Ibid. v. 535 whvras ydp &
&v@pdimovus, K.T.A.

It is not uncommon in Homer, e.g.
Iliad X. 213 péya rév ol movpdviov khéos
eln | mévras én’ dvfpdrmovs.

The matter is not put quite accurately in the English note. ént,
signifying ¢extension over,’ is common enough in Attic prose in
expressions of time (cf. e.g. in this same context éml moAAas yeveds),
though not apparently common in those of space. The present use of
én( should have been represented rather as a derivative from that of
‘ extension over,’ for, as Stallbaum says, it comes to be equivalent to &
with the dative. The passage from the Protagoras is the one quoted
in Ast’s lexicon along with the other two (Critias and Timaeus), but
it should have been stated that it is an instance of én{ with véuew—a
use sufficiently established both with yéuew and diavéuew.

5. The following are examples in matters of general interpretation.

19 D.
Stallbaum.

70 pupnTikdy &vos] *See Re-
public 392 D, 398 A, 597 E foll.
Poetry, says Plato, is an imita-
tive art;®> and *poets cannot
imitate what is outside of their
experience.* &For the use of
&vos compare Sophist 343D,
Gorgias 455 B, Politicus 2go B8

& 3¢ xahewdrepov Abyors)
fProklos raises needless difficul-
ties about this.! dPlato simply
meansd that to describe such
things worthily requires °a rare
literary gift: it is far easier to
find an Agamemnon than a
Homer.°

aDicuntur poetae ea tantum scite imitari posse
quibus quasi innutriti sint ; quae ab ipsius vitae usu et
consuetudine sint remota, ea vero imitari non posse.»
Hujus enim generis res, quum actione exprimi vix
queant, tum Coratione omnium difficillime exprimi
solere.c

b Enimvero Platonem constat poesin omnem in imi-
tatione positam judicavisse, de qua re philosophus
explicavit Reip. IIL. p. 392 C sqq. p. 398 A al.b,

Jam vero quoniam qui id, quod non didicerunt et
cui disciplina non sunt assuefacti, oratione imitari in-
stituunt, praeter rerum peritiam cetiam eloquentiam
habeant necesse est,® dfacile est ad intelligendum,
gjlibus causis et rationibus notatur hoc philosophi ju-

icium,d fde quo Proclus rursus multa frustra nugatur.f
(From a preceding note.)

8&0vos . . . Gorg. 455 B ) mepl vavmyyaw 1) wepl AAAav
Twds Bdnmovpywkot Evovs. De Rep. 351C, 430 B,
431 C, Sophist. 243D 70 'EAearindv &vos, Politic.
290 B 70 snpumikdy vyévos [1. &vos]. Legg. 776 D 70
OerTaAdy weveaTindy E0vos. s
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24 B.

Stallbaum.

T8y mepi Ty ’Aclav] Egypt
was commonly regarded in
Plato’s time as belonging to
Asia rather than Africa., All
Africa was indeed often regarded
as part of Asia; but that Plato
distinguished them is made clear
below in 24 E.

Magis etiam lapsi sunt quidam in interpretandis
verbis proximis: ols fueis mpdrot &V wept "Actay dmAio-
peba. Nempe ignorarunt isti Egyptum a veteribus pro
Asiae parte habitam esse, siquidem multi totius orbis
terrarum duas fecerunt partes, Asiam et Europam,
Libyam nunc Asiae nunc Europae accensentes. Hanc
rationem Plato nunc ex parte sequitur quandoquidem
mox wopevouévny dpa &ml mdcav Edpmmy xal’Adiay ;

quanquam ibidem Libyam at Asiae discernit verbis 4 -
82 vijoos . . . &c. [24 E.]

19 A.

Td pév 7&v dyaddv Opentéov Epapev elvar, Td 88 TV Kardv els THY EAAny Adfpg Siadoréoy

wéAw.

Plato has here somewhat mitigated the rigour of his
ordinance in the Republic : see 459 D 7ods dpforous Tais
dplotais ovyylyvesba: &s wAeiordus, Tods 8 pavAordrovs
Tais pavAordrais Todvavriov, kal Tdv uv Td &kyova Tpépew
TaV' 88 pf).

Compare too 460 C 7d 3¢ 7&v xeipbvow, Kal &y 10 TV
&aw dvamnpov ylyvyrar, v dmoppiTe TE Kal 3HAp KaTa-
kplpovaw ds mpémes: and again, 461 C péhiora piv. und
s pas expépew winpa pndé v &, &y yévnray, tdv 8¢ T
Biudonras, obra Tibévas &s odbk olons Tpopis TY TowoVTY.
But in 415 B the milder course is enjoined : &y Te ggpé-
Tepos Exyovos tmbxalkos # Umootdnpos yévprar, pndevi
Tpémy KaTeAefioovow, GAAA TV T ¢UcEet wpoofrovoay
Tipy dmodbvres doovow els Bnuovpyods #) els yeapyobs.
Probably then, when Plato speaks of not rearing the
inferior children, he merely means that they are not to
be reared by the state as infant ¢pvAaxes.

Stallbaum.

Legendus de hac re locus
est de Rep. ITL. p. 415 A, B ;
V. p. 461 A sqq. unde appa-
ret els Ty dAAqy wéAw esse
in reliquam civitatis partem,
h.e. in ceteros civium ordi-
nem, operarios et agricolas,

Itaque Openréov elvar est
tanquam futuros civitatis
custodes educari opportere,
neque cogitandum de infan-
tum expositione.

The enlargement of Stallbaum’s note has resulted in a characteristic

confusion.

First we are told that Plato in the Timaeus has somewhat

mitigated the rigour of his ordinance in the Republic: as though the
Republic was all one way. Secondly, it turns out in the course of the
note that ¢ the milder course is enjoined’ in the Republic itself, but it
does not occur to the editor to qualify his first statement. Thirdly, the
confusion is completed by the last sentence—¢ Probably then when
Plato,” &c. For since Plato does not speak in the Timaeus of ‘not
rearing the inferior children,” but in some of the passages from the
Republic, quoted in the English note, this last sentence can only mean
that there is no ¢rigorous ordinance’ at all in the Republic. It looks
as though this had been occasioned by the last sentence in Stall-
baum’s note which relates to the Timaeus and not to the Republic.



dmefpovs . . . dmelpov] For the
play on the word compare Phi-
lebus 17 E 70 8 dmepby oe
ékdoTav Kal &v Tovrors wARHdos
drepov Exdorore moed Tob Ppo-
veiy kal odk EANGyipov 0dd’ Evbpid-
pov, &1’ obk €is dpiOudv oddéva
&v otdéwt mdmore dmdéyra.

Plato is at issue with Demo-
kritos, who consistently with his
whole physical theory main-
tained that the number of xéouot
was infinite : Plato is equally
consistent in affirming that there
is only one.

The oddest fancy in this way
is one ascribed by Plutarch de
defectu oraculorum, § 22, to
Petron of Himera!, who declared
there were 183 xéopuo:, disposed
in the form of an equilateral
triangle. The eternal fitness of
the arrangement is mnot ex~
plained by Plutarch.

[ 7]

55 D.
Stallbaum.

Ceterum observabis ele-
gantem dilogiam verborum
daelpovs—dwelpov  (imperiti)
Twds elvar quae reperitur
etiam Phileb. 17 E rd ¥
dreipby oe éxdorov xal &
&kdorois wAfjos dmeipov éxdo-
TOTE TOLet,

Prasterea mnotabis rideri
haud dubie Democritum de
quo Diog. Laert. IX. 44 dwei-
povs (fyfioaro) elvar wéopovs

&ec. &c.
* *

Plutarchus De & apud
Delphos, p. 389, &c. (here
follows a quotation repro-
duced with additions by the
Editor in his next note).

...multa idem De Ora-
culor. Defectu 426 sqq. =
682 8qq. ed. Reisk. ... quae
omnia describere non vacat.

21 B.

~ Martin.

Plutarque (Du si-
lence des Oracles, c.
23) cite une opinion
d’aprds laquelle il
aurait tout juste cent
quatre-vingt-trois
mondes rangés en
forme de triangle.

Apaturia was the name of a festival in
honour of Dionysos, held in the month
Pyanepsion, which corresponded, roughly
speaking, to our October.

It lasted three days, of which the first
was called 3épmea, the second dvdppuas,
the third xovpe@&ris. On the third day the
names of children three or four? years of
age were enrolled on the register of their
¢parpla.

Proklos seems mistaken in making dvép-
puots the first day; all other authorities
place dbpmeia first.

Stallbaum.

Apaturia quotannis colebant mense Pya-
nepsione, h. e.Octobri, per triduum, &c.. ...
de quo v. Meurs. Graecia feriat. &e. &c.

Primus dies vocabatur 3épreia, quia ut
Suidas ait, ppdropes dylas ovveAdbrres ebar-
xobvro,  Alter dicebatur dvéppvoss, . . .
Tertius erat xovpedris, qui nomen habebat
&md 70U TOVs woUpovs mal Tds kbpas Eyyph-
e els Tds pparpias,

Disputarunt de Apaturiis Meursius, &ec.
&e.

Ceterum Proclus ad h.l. quem sequitur
Scholiastes, primum Apaturiorum diem
dvéppvow, secundum Sopriav (3épmweiav) . .
vocatum esse narrat, quod non tantum
Suidae testimonio adversatur, sed etiam
cum iis pugnat quae Hesychius, Harpo-
cratio, &c. &c. memoriae prodiderunt.

1 This is not quite accurate. The opinion is cited in § 22, but it is not till after-
wards (§ 23) that reasons are given for attributing it to Petron of Himera.
% Cf. in Martin’s note, ‘les gargons et les filles de trois & quatre ans.’
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8. The following is an instance where the debt to Stallbaum is not

80 obvious to the eye.
31 A.

cwparoadls 88 8) xal dpardv dariv Te el 1O yevbpevov elvar.

dpardv dnrév 7€) Visibility and tangibility are the
two most conspicuous characteristics of matter, there-
fore the fundamental constituents of the universe are
fire and earth. This agrees with the view of Parmen-
ides: cf. Aristotle, Physica I. v. 188* 20 xal ydp
Happevidys Oeppdv kal Yuxpdv &pxds moiei, Tadra 53
mpooayopeves wip xal yfiv: and Parmenides 112 foll,
(Karsten) : see too Aristotle, de gen. et corr. II. ix.
336 3. The four elements of Empedokles likewise
reduced themselves to two: cf. Aristotle, metaph. A,
iv. 985* 3 od pRv xpijTas ye Térrapow, dAN’ s Svoly
ovos pbvors, mupl piv xad’ abré, Tois ¥ dvrikelpevoss dis
mE pvoe, yp Te Kkal dépi xal U8are: and de gem. et
corr. IL. iii. 330® 20. His division, however, does not
agree with that of Plato, who classes fire,air and water
as forms of the same base, and places earth alone by
itself.

Stallbaum,

Duo ponit primitiva rerum ele-
menta . . . Ignem vero et terram
illa vult esse propterea, quod
rerum natura et adspectabilis
debeat esse et vero etiam trac-
tabilis. Alterum autem igne,
alterum terra effici arbitratur v.
Aristotel. Part. An. I i. 2 Ig-
nem et terram rerum generata-
rum principia fecerunt etiam
Democritus, Anaxagoras, Par-
menides de quo vid. Karsten,
p. 331 sqq., 229 8q., &c. &c.

The two notes are clearly on the same lines : but the quotations from

Aristotle are not the same, and though Parmenides is mentioned in
both, the point about Empedocles is not noticed by Stallbaum. Stall-
baum, however, refers to passages in Karsten’s Parmenides (p. 221 sqq.
and 229 sqq.). In Karsten, p. 221, will be found the first of the
editor’s quotations from Aristotle, in p. 224 the second. In p. 229
will be found the editor’s remark on Empedocles. The latter passage
naturally occasions a reference to a part of Karsten’s Empedocles, and
here, p. 342, occur the two last of the editor’s quotations from
Aristotle.

7. A comparison of the two editions in the earlier part of the
Timaeus would produce the impression that the editor’s commentary
was a kind of rewriting of Stallbaum’s, which would not cost much
trouble. This obligation to Stallbaum is not so marked later on,
where the notes become mainly a reproduction of Martin.

In the instances given there is no acknowledgment whatever, and so
it is generally.

There is of course some common ground which editors are likely to
traverse, and this may fairly explain a certain number of passages
which have not been given above; but the bulk of the coincidences
cannot be explained in this way.
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That the coincidences in learned quotations are accidental will
scarcely be believed by the reader who will look into the edition and
see how constantly the notes repeat what is found in Stallbaum and
Martin (and others), more especially when the imperfectness of the
editor’s knowledge of the authors quoted is taken into account. The
latter point is treated of below in connection with Martin and the
editor’s use of testimonia.” See Pt. I.§§ 3 and 4; Pt. IL. par. 50.

The editor is indeed forgetful, as the following instance shows :—In
his note on Atlantis, 24 D (where, by the way, the statement that ¢ Plato
is our only authority for the legend : there is no trace of confirmation
from any independent source,” and others given without reference to
any one, are doubtless due to the researches of Martin), there is a
passage which may be put beside Jowett’s note on the same subject in
his introduction to the Critias.

Editor.

It appears to me impossible to determine
whether Plato has invented the story from
beginning to end :—pqdlas Alyvrrious xal
dmadamovs v E9éAy Aéyovs morei—or whether
it really more or less represents some Egyp-
tian legend brought home by Solon.

Jowett.

Hence we may safely conclude that the
entire narrative is due to the imagination
of Plato, who could easily invent ¢ Egyp-
tians or anything else’ (Phaedr. 275 B),
and who has used the name of Solon (of
whose poem there is no trace in antiquity)
and the tradition of the Egyptian priests
to give verisimilitude to his story.

(The passage in italics is more accurately quoted by Jowett in his
introduction to the Parmenides.)

Some other remarkable instances of forgetfulness will be given later.
But in the nature of the case bad memory will not be seriously alleged
as a sufficient excuse for the absence of acknowledgment to Stallbaum,
especially as the editor so often remembers those notes of Stallbaum’s
which he thinks he can show mistaken.

Bh2
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§ 2.—CRITICISMS OF STALLBAUM.

8. After seeing this evidence of the usefulness of Stallbaum’s
commentary to the editor, it is amusing to find this judgment
delivered in the Preface:—

‘Ten years later came Stallbaum’s edition; concerning which it were unbecoming to
speak with less than the respect due to the zeal and industry of a scholar who has
essayed the gigantic enterprise of editing with elaborate prolegomena and commentary
the entire works of Plato, and it would be unfair to disparage the learning which the
notes display ; none the less it cannot be denied that in dealing with this dialogue the
editor seems hardly to have realised the nature of the task ke has undertaken.

If the editor did not feel obliged to make any acknowledgment
to Stallbaum, yet Stallbaum deserved to be treated by him with
great consideration. But the editor seems to take every opportunity
to speak slightingly of his predecessor; and we find such expressions
as these: ¢of Stallbaum’s note the less said the better’—¢ extremely
inaccurate ’—¢most erroneous ’—¢his [Stallbaum’s] treatment of the
whole subject is as confused as it can well be’—¢ what Stallbaum
means or fails to mean it is difficult to conjecturel.” Enough has
been seen of the quality of the editor’s work to make it doubtful
whether these phrases are safe for him to use, and it will be seen here-
after that they are particularly unfortunate.

A nemesis attends this treatment of Stallbaum. The editor is so
concerned to attack that he will contradict his own view to do it.
For the same reason he criticises notes of Stallbaum’s hastily read or
imperfectly remembered, and so falls into mistakes which would have
been avoided if he had taken another look at Stallbaum before pub- -
lishing his criticism. He is unfair in other ways also, and when not
unfair is often wrong himself. A considerable part of his long record
of mistakes is made in this connection ; and here, as indeed in places
where Stallbaum is not attacked, his great superiority to the editor in
scholarship becomes apparent.

Some examples will be given.

1 Compare the style of these notes. In 55 C, & curious siip in which Stallbaum has
followed some ancient commentators is spoken of as ‘an opinion which Stallbammn
welcomes with joy, saying that it “ mirifice convenit” with the 360 degrees into which
the circle is divided,’ &c. Note on 74 B—*The expression is very obscure: and no two
interpreters agree as to its meaning. Siallbaum is entirely at sea: Lindau, at whom ke
scoffs, throws out a suggestion which is much more reasonable than anything in Stall-
baum’s note, &.’ It will be clear that the editor had better have said nothing about
scoffing. It happens also that Stallbaum’s note is far more sensible than Lindau’s.
For the value of the editor’s own note see below, paragraph 39, page 67.
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9. In the two following the editor contradicts himself :—

21 A. &\\a &) moiov &pyov Tobro Kpirlas od. Aeyduevov pév, os d@
mpax ey Svrws Vmd Thode Tis mohews dpxalov dinyeito kata THY SéAwvos
axoify; (the story of the defeat of the invaders from Atlantis by the
Athenians).

The note is—

¢ Stallbaum is ill-advised in adopting the interpretation of Proklos uj mdvv udv rebpv-
Anpuévov, yevépevor 8¢ Suws. The meaning is beyond question “not a mere figment of
the imagination (like the commonwealth described in the Republic) but a history of
facts that a.ctu&lly occurred.” Cf. 36 E 76 e pi) ghachévra ‘udbov GAN" dAnBivdy Adyov
elvac mbppeyd mov.’

(1) Stallbaum is ¢ beyond question ’ right whether the Greek or the
context is considered. The editor’s explanation violates the known
rule, set forth in the Grammars about the distinction between 3¢ and
@AAd : and thus he has not noticed the difference in form between this
sentence (21 A) and the one he quotes (26 E).

Stallbaum’s explanation is also confirmed by the context. Cf.
especially 21 D (mpadw) fjv 78e § wohis émpafe pév, dia 8¢ xpdvov kal
POopav Tév épyacapévar ob dujpkece dedpo 6 Adyos, and 20 E &ya rijs
méhews vmd xpdvov kal Pphopas dvfpdmwr fpamauéva.

(2) The editor in his Translation actually renders in the ¢ill-advised *
manner of Stallbaum—¢ But what was the deed which Kritias de-
scribed on the authority of Solon as a.ctually performed of old by this
city, though unrecorded in history ?’

55 D. Plato says of the number of the xdopor:—rd pév &melpovs
Nyfoar &v Svrws (ris) &melpou Fiwds elvar ddypa Sv Eumepov xpedv
€lvar: wérepov 8¢ &va ) méyre adrods dAnlbelg medurdras Aéyew mpooiket,
K@Aov &v tadry oras (vv.ll. lords, was) elxdras diamopioat.

In the note—

¢ ragry ords] This is evidently the right reading. . .. Stallbaum’s was, which has but
slight support, is quite inappropriate ; ‘ Plato could not say that it was reasonable for
everyone to doubt whether there are five #6ouot or one; it would not be reasonable in
his own case, as we see in 31 B.”’

(1) mas is obviously not at all inappropriate. Plato thinks it absurd
to suppose the number is unlimited, but that anyone might reasonably
raise the question whether the number was five, since there are five
regular solids. But the editor has himself spoken to this effect in the
preceding note,  Plato regards as a comparatively reasonable supposi-
tion the view that there may be five xdouoi, because there exist in
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nature five regular rectilinear solids,” and thus he really contradicts
himself : though of course to criticise Stallbaum, he makes a captious
refinement about the meaning of ©as. Quite apart from the question
as to whether was is the best reading or not, it is clear that the
sentence with 7as would only be a natural way for Plato to express
what the editor supposes him to mean. _

(2) However, in his later edition Stallbaum does not read =és, but
ords. 'This is one of several proofs that the editor criticises
Stallbaum’s text without looking at his later edition. Moreover the
edition of Stallbaum in which ords appears is earlier than that of C.
F. Hermann, whom the editor follows in reading ords.

(3) Though the editor says ¢ ords is evidently the right reading,” he
does not say whether it is the reading of any MS., though it is
important that this should be expressly stated. Perhaps the reason
is that neither Hermann nor Bekker (the authorities he relies on, see
below, par. 48) nor Stallbaum happen to say.

10. The next three instances show, beside other things, the same
ignorance of Stallbaum’s later edition.

In 26 B, Critias says of the story he heard as a boy, Jv uév odw
pera woAAfs ydoviis kal wadikijs (V.1 wadias) rdre dxovdueva.

The note is—

¢ Stallbaum with very slight ms. authority reads wa:3:ds, without noticing any other
reading : apparently he failed to perceive that wa:disfjs was in agreement with H3orfs.’

(1) It is characteristic of the editor’s attitude that he should assume
a scholar like Stallbaum could have overlooked such an obvious con-
cord. He has ‘failed to perceive’ the appropriateness here of the
idiom perd waidias as opposed to pera omovdis, which may well have
influenced Stallbaum.

(2) The note betrays that the editor has not read Stallbaum’s
appendix which contains Bast’s collection of Paris. A, in which ma:-
duxijs is recorded as the reading of Paris. A, with -ias written above it.

(3) In his later edition Stallbaum followed the authority of the
principal MS. and read waldixijs.

33 A, raravody, bs fvordre odpare Oeppa kal Yvxpa kal wavd 8oa
dwvdpes loxvpas &xer wepuordueva Ewbev kal wpoomiwrovra dxalpws
Ader k.T.A
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App. crit.— fvordry dedi cum H(ermanno) e W. Wagneri con-
jecturs.’
Note—

¢The reading of Stallbaum and the Zurich edition & {wiorg 7d gdpara has poor ms.
authority and is weak in sense; moreover the form {vvio7q is extremely doubtful Attic.
The mss. for the most part have gvwmards or fwviordy 7§ odpar..

(1) This is an instance of an unfairness which the editor sometimes
shews, that of raising a difficulty without saying that the person criti-
cised has raised it himself. The remark on fvuorg is found in Stall-
baum in a more valuable form. ¢Pro {vwiorg etsi Atticorum usus exigit
fere fuwlomoi, tamen illam formam non dixerim cum Buttmanno
Gr. Ampl. § 107 ann, 8. Matthiae Gr. § 210 ann. 1. et Poppone ad
Thucyd. VIII. 64, 5. citerioris tantum Graecitatis propriam esse, &c.,
&c’ (It may be noted that the remark of the editor’s which follows
—the MSS. for the most part, &e.,” is also from Stallbaum.)

(2) In his later edition Stallbaum reads {vriordueva.

The following betrays another serious defect in the editor’s studies.

86 E, mavri 8¢ radra éxOpd kal xaxdv v mpoaylyverar.

The editor reading xai &xovr, says, Cornarius’ correction of xaxdy 7t
into &kovr. seems nearly as certain as an emendation can be; and I can
only wonder at Stallbaum’s defence of the old reading.’

(1) In his later edition Stallbaum reads &xovr.

(2) This fact is specially noted in the critical preface to C. F. Her-
mann’s edition (Teubner), p. xxvi, ¢. .. p. 86 E, ubi jam Stallb. egre-
giam Vat. o et Flor. x lectionem é&xovrt pro xaxdv 7. ascivit.” This
shews how little the editor has studied the apparatus criticus of the
very edition on which he bases his own text.

(3) The editor’s note is inaccurate, for he speaks as if the reading
were only the correction of Cornarius (cf. Stallb., ¢ Cornarius «. &. con-
jectabat’): but it appears both from Stallbaum and Hermann that it
is found in some MSS.

11. The next instance is due at best to inexcusable carelessness and
forgetfulness.

68 B, tij ¢ dua Tiis voridos adyjj Tod wupds meyvvpévov (cor. Steph. :
Vulg. pyvvpévn) xpépa Erapor mapacyduevor (Codd. mapaoyouéry).

App. crit.—* mapacxdpevov seripsi. mapaocyouévy A.H(erm). S(tallb).Z.”

Note.—* Stallbaum, accepting uiyrvpévov, oddly enough retains wapa-
oxopéry.’



[ 24 ]

(1) The emendation which the editor puts as if his own is in the
note of Stallbaum which he has before him, and is due to Lindau,
whose book he has used. ¢Primum enim legendum est wyvvpévov,
quod jam Stephanus pervidit; deinde pro wapasyouévy haud dubie de
conjectura Lindavii reponi opportet mapasxduevor.” (Stallbaum goes
on to suggest that rof mvpds piyrvuévy may be a gloss.)

(2) It is true that Stallbaum’s text has wapaoyouévpy, but the note
just quoted, preceded as it is by the words ¢duplici utique, si quid
video, opus est medicind ut locus in integritatem suam restituatur,’
shews that he meant to read mapaoxduevor. mapaoyouévp, in the text,
is then a mere oversight : it has escaped correction in his later edition.

12. The foregoing recalls some other emendations in the notes in
which justice is hardly done to Stallbaum.

37 B, 8rav ptv mepl 70 alodnrov ylymras kal § Tod Oarépov kikAos 8p0ds
by els waoay adrad Ty Yuxiw duayyellp kT,

App. crit—adra seripsi; adrod A. H. S(tallb). Z.’ Note—* The
MS. reading adrod is clearly wrong, though Martin defends it. Stall-
baum proposes aird: but as we presently have adra referring to
AoyioTicdy, that is perhaps more likely to be right here’” This is not
a very serious maftter, but illustrates the way in which Stallbaum’s
notes get spoiled. The passage cited in objection to Stallbaum is one
which he himself had considered : indeed it is the passage on which
he bases (and rightly) his approval of the emendation of which the
editor’s is but a trifling and doubtful alteration. Stallbaum also
had before him, though in a different form, the difficulty (if it
can be called one) that in one clause adrd would refer to 76 alofyrov,
and in the other the plural adrd to 70 Aoyiorikdy. Again, the note
inaccurately implies that the conjecture is Stallbaum’s. Stallbaum
says—‘ Scribendum haud dubie els waocar adrd (sc. 70 alofnrov)
™y Yuxiy, quum adrod non habeat quorsum commode referatur.
Quam emendationem teste Tennemanno System. Phil. Plat. IIL. p. 72
a Damanno propositam unice veram esse evincunt quae deinde se-
quuntur : xal 6 Tadrod xdkhos elrpoxos dv adTa unvioy, ubi adra item
refertur ad praegressum 70 Aoyiorikdy, ita quidem ut quae mente et
cogitatione comprehenduntur significantur: neque enim hic ad7r6 cum
Tennemanno corrigendum esse docebunt quae ad Gorg. p. 447 A, De
Rep. p. 504 D, Apol. Soecr. p. 19 D, de hoc usu numeri pluralis ex-
posuimus.” The editor’s proposal to read the plural (aird) in both
places is the converse of Tennemann’s to read the singular. Stallbaum
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doubtless felt adré to be the more natural emendation of adrod, and
that aird was not likely to have been changed from adrd in the
second clause. It is also somewhat against the assimilation of the
pronouns that while adrd would refer directly o 0 aloOnrdy, adrd
does not refer so directly to 70 Aoytorikdv—which denotes a mental
faculty and not, as the editor wrongly thinks (see par. 61, p. 114),
its object—but rather to the objects of 76 Aoyiorikdy. And apart
from this, there are instances of harsher change from singular to
plural and vice versa in the Timaeus itself, where the editor raises no
difficulty, e.g. 49 B, wés odv 8 Todr adtd kal 7f) xal T{ wepl adrdv
elxdrws diamopnfévres k.. A. (Ed. ¢ How then are we to deal with this
point, and what is the question that we should properly raise concern-
ing it?’); 61 A, rd 3¢ &) 76 fvpplkrwy & yijs € kal Pdatos cwpdrwy,
péxpt mep &y Wwp adTod Td Tis yijs didkeva . . . KaTeXT.

35 A, Tijs e Tavrod Ppioews ad wépe kal Tiis Barépov. The note in the
app. crit. is surprising. ¢ Post ¢doews delevi ad wépi, quae cum con-
sensu codicum retinent S (=Stallb.) Z; inclusit H.” Stallbaum.
says (app. crit.) ‘ Istud ad wép ejiciendum censet Davisius ad Ciceron.
De Nat. Deor. L. 8 secutus auctoritatem Sexti Empir. Pyrrhon.
Hypotyp. II1. 24 et adv. Mathem. p. 60. Nos a? in dy commutandum,
mép. ejiciendum censemus.” Beside the unfairness both to the author
of the emendation and to Stallbaum in the editor’s note, its inferiority
to Stallbaum’s is evident. In his commentary, Stallbaum returns to
the point, and it appears that Sextus Empiricus, twice quoting this
passage, omits both a? and wép: each time. But the editor has made
no study of ¢testimonia.” (Stallbaum cites Cicero’s translation for
his own emendation, ‘quod esset ejusdem naturae et alterius’; but
Cicero might have so translated without reading év.)

13. In the next instance Stallbaum is not criticised, directly at
least, but, as in a previous one, the editor puts forward an important
suggestion as if his own, which is given by Stallbaum in a note,
where he expresses another opinion which the editor himself has
quoted.

38 D, odpara 8¢ adrdv éxdorov (sc. @y mAavnrdy) moujcas & Oeds
&Onkev els Tas mwepipopds, bs ) Barépov meplodos few . . . ceAmy pev els
TOV Tepl YNy Tpdrov, Aoy & els TOv delrepov Vmep yijs, éwapdpov bt kal
Tov lepdv ‘Eppod Aeyduepov els rods (V, 1. tov) rdxer v loddpopov nAly
xbxAov lovras.
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The note is—

¢ I have with Stallbaum adopted ro¥s . . . It may be objected that if
xvxhovs is to be supplied, we have an awkward tautology in xéxAovs
xVkAov ldvras. But may we not understand mAavijras?’ This would
give the impression that Stallbaum understood x¥xAovs, and it would
certainly be inferred that it had not occurred to him to understand
wAaviras.

Stallbaum’s note is—

¢ Observes ante omnia singularem dicendi rationem. Neque enim
els Ty (sc. popdv) corrigendum, quod vel proxima verba prohibent ; sed
ad els rov intelligendum wAaviirqy vel wAdyyra ... Ne vero mireris
hane loquendi formam, in promtu sunt alia ejus exempla. Ita statim
post : els Tovs Tdye—Idvras,—eiAnydras, ubi Stephanus frustra conjecit
els Tov ldvra et elAnydra, intell. xixhov. Politic. 281 C, wdrepov odv
Nty 6 mept Tijs Spavrikijs Adyos—ixkavds &orar Siwpiouévos, iy &p’ admiy
Qv émperady, éndoar wepl Ty éplav éobijra, els Ty xaAAloTny Kal
peylomy wacdy ni0dpev ; Sophist. 235 A, els ydnra uév &% xai ppunrip
dpa Oeréov adrdy Twa : ubiv. Heindorf . . . Legg. IX. 864 B, BéArioror
pNY kal dAnbéorarov els elxdva pev dpdo Oeivar. Infra 40 A, 7i0nol e
els ™ Tob xparlorov ppdvmow : 57 E, els dvopardmra T108pev.

(1) It will be seen that the proposal to understand wAawjras is really
made by Stallbaum, which is sufficiently surprising.

(2) While the editor only puts the proposal tentatively, Stallbaum
sees it is right, and gives a scholarly account of it, showing how
idiomatic the construction is. It seemed worth while to quote so
~much of his note as given above to illustrate the valuable quality of
his philological notes as compared with the editor’s.

(3) From the use made of Stallbaum’s edition, it is likely enough,
as in another remarkable instance to be given later, that the editor
owed the idea of the construction to Stallbaum, but forgot this after-
wards; for it is clear from the way in which he has forgotten the
important confirmation given by Stallbaum, that he could not have
looked at the note for some time when he wrote his own.

14. 59 D, 16 mupl peuypévor #dwp, 8oov Aemrdv Vypdy Te did T
x[vno'w kal Ty 63y, fiy xv)\w8ov;uvov énl yfis ypov Aéyerar, pakaxdy
e ad 1@ Tds Bdoes frrov édpalovs odoas 1) Tas yijs Imelkew k.T.A.

Lmdau, Stallbaum, and the Zurich editors have no comma after
8%0ov. The above punctuation is Hermann’s, adopted by the editor,
who, as he says, mainly reproduces Hermann’s text.
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The note is—

¢ Although Stallbaum asserts that this sentence is ¢ turpi labe contaminatus,” I see no
necessity for alteration: his own attempts are certainly far from fortunate., The repe-
tition of iypév, which offends him so sorely, is, I think, due to the fact that we have, as
Lindau saw, an etymology implied in the words #v . . . Aéyera: ¢‘the mode of rolling on
the earth which has in fact gained it the name of dypbv”': as if Jypdv = dmdp ~ijs péov.
Thus understood, the objection to the second ypév vanishes. paraxéy 7e is then
coordinate with Aexrdy Sypéy 7€, and 7 . . . Iweikew with Sid T sivgow.’

This note is unfair to Stallbaum, and inaccurate as regards Lindau.
To be intelligible it necessarily implies that Stallbaum had not seen
there was an etymology in the words referred to, which would have
been a bad slip : it would also give the impression that Lindau having
seen the true solution which makes the objection to the second vypdv
vanish had felt no difficulty, and retained ¥ypdv in each place.

(1) Stallbaum was perfectly aware that there was an etymology in
the words. He says ¢ Etenim dypdy videtur significare ab f» dictum
esse, in quo motionis notio continetur.’

(2) Lindau, on the other hand, so far from thinking that the diffi-
culty about the repetition of Jypdv ¢ vanishes,” expresses himself like
Stallbaum about it, and proposes to substitute vmépoor for the first
vypdv. Stallb.—¢ Quis enim ferat ita loquentem: 76 #dwp 8aov, Aemwrov
Typdv Te—vypov Aéyerar?’ Lindau—°doov Aemrov dypdv Te—iypov
Aéyerar. Praeter verborum anacoluthiam facilem cognitu notandum
videtur vitium, quod habet prius dypdv, pro quo vox expectatur unde
possis e more Platonis alterum derivare ¥ypov &c.” (Stallbaum omits
the second ¥ypdv, and inserts éor( before ént.)

(3) The editor interprets according to C. F. Hermann’s punctuation
(to which no acknowledgment is made), and this is probably the
right way ; for Aéyerar should be the verb of the relative clause, and
Stallbaum can only avoid this construction by inserting éor{ after
xvAwdoduevov. But the editor has not seen the true difficulty at all.
The question is by no means whether there is an etymology or not—
all the editors have seen that, but whether éor{ or Aéyerar is to be
understood after the first Jypdy. Stallbaum understands Aéyerai. The
difficulty of understanding éo{ (as in C. F. Hermann’s punctuation)
is, that though the kind of #3wp spoken of might de (éorl) Sypov dia
v kimaw, it could not well be said to have this quality (eIva: dypdv)
dia Ty 680 fjy kuAwdodpevor k.1.A., for, on the contrary, it is its quality
of being Yypdy which causes it xvAwdelofar émi yijs. On the other
hand, it might well be said to be called Sypdv because of the xvAwdei-
ofar émi yijs.
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(4) Stallbaum supposes the derivation intended to be from $w ; and
this seems possible. The editor has not noticed considerable difficulties
in the one (¥mep yijs péov) which he adopts from Lindau. If the latter
were right we should expect not xvAwdoduevor émi yijs, but géov or
xarappéov instead of xvhiwdoluevov, and at least dwép instead of e&xl.
Again the editor’s explanation of ¢mép yijs pe‘ov seems against the use
of ¥mép with genitive ; Jmep yijs should mean ¢over (i.e. “ above *’ or
“up above ”’) the earth,’ as it does a line or two below, where hail and
ice are thus distinguished—mayév te ofirw 0 pev dmep yijs pdAiora
wabov tabra xdhala, 70 & éml yfjs kpioraAlos. The editor's rendering,
in his translation, of the difficult words 63ov #jv kvAwdodpevor &xi yis, ¢ its
way of rolling along the ground,’ seems impossible. Perhaps dia ™
xlvmow kal ™ 630y k.T.A. means ‘on account of its motion and the
direction which the motion takes,’ this direction being defined by xvAwvsd.
éni yiis. Compare the yse of 63ds in Plato’s account of attraction, where
it combines the meaning of direction and tendency to move in a direction.

It is, by the way, inadvisable to render as the editor in his transla-
tion, ¢ rolling along the ground,’ as if it were xard y7jv instead of &=l
yiis. With a verb of motion éni yijs, if not indicating direction, would
mean simply ¢ on the earth’ as opposed to any other place. So again
80 A, 8ca &ml yijs Ppéperar is rendered move along the ground’ by the
editor ; but it is opposed to oa dpedévra peréwpa Péperai, so that et
y#is properly means ‘on the earth’as opposed to ¢in the air.” Com-
pare the passage quoted above where éni y7js is opposed to dmep yis.
The sense of ¢direction down upon ’ would suit Stallbaum’s derivation.

15. A remarkable instance of unfairness is the note upon 66 A.

Taév 3¢ adrdv mpohedemTvopévor utv ¥mo anmeddvos, els d¢ Tas oTevas
PAéBas &vdvopévwv, kal Tols vobaw atrdl pépeat yeddeat kal Soa dépos
Evuperpiay Exovra, dore kurjoavra K.T.A.

The editor says ¢ In this portentous sentence it is quite probable that
some corruption may lurk. But no emendation suggests itself of
sufficient plausibility to justify its admission into the text, although I
have little doubt that éxdvrwr should be read for &orra. Stallbaum’s
proposed alterations are the result of his not understanding the con-
struction : §oa dépos is parallel to rois yembea-t, and equivalent to rols
8oa &épos &veorwv.’

(1) The reader would of course suppose from this that Stallbaum
had seriously proposed to alter the text, whereas the editor thinks that
no emendation is probable enough to be admitted. Stallbaum expresses



[ 29 ]

here the same opinion as the editor, and no more proposes a serious
emendation than he does. (Restat igitur difficultas verborum., Quae
quomodo tollenda sit, eo magis dubium est, quo mirabilior est codicum
de his corruptelis consensio. Itaque proponere licebit conjecturam
quandam nostram sic, ¢ non tam quid scriptum fuerit, quam quid potuerit
scriptum legi, significemus &ec.) (2) The reader would never gather
that Stallbaum had even mentioned the emendation éxdvrwv; and as
the editor expressly denies that Stallbaum understood the construction
which would lead naturally to this emendation, it would never be sup-
posed that Stallbaum had even thought of it, and in any case the
impression would be that Stallbaum had not understood it.

In the criticism of this note in the Classical Review, I omitted the
first misrepresentation altogether, and spoke only of the more important
ones under the second heading, as follows : ¢ It may seem incredible,
but it is true, that the emendation is Stallbaum’s, and the construction
he is supposed not to understand is the very one he gives, “ Itaque
legendum fortasse videbitur éxdvrwr &e.” He takes 8oa dépos, exactly
as the editor does, as parallel to yeddeor, translating the one “ partibus
aeriis,” and the other ‘ partibus terrenis.”’

I went on to attribute the editor’s error to its obvious catise, forget-
fulness. He must have read the note he attacks, and must have
afterwards forgotten the first part of it, for this contains the sug-
gestion éxdvrwr &c., and indeed had very probably suggested the
correction to himself originally.

I said also that in common fairness the editor before passing such a
criticism should have looked again at the note which it is charitable
to suppose he had not seen for some time : also that, strange as this
behaviour was, there was something as strange in a similar criticism of
Martin 1. ' » )

The editor has in the Classical Review for April made a determined
attempt to overthrow this perfectly just criticism of himself, and that
in such language, with such an imputation on my good faith, and
with such mlsrepresentatlon on his own part, that I have to treat the
subject again with some detail.

As T do not intend to let any of the facts escape, it will be necessary
to repeat the editor’s answer entire.

¢Mr. Wilson discourses for three-fouiths of a column upon my “ unfairness” to
Stallbaum, in reference to the note on 66 A ; the gist of his indictment being that

Stallbaum is accused by me of misunderstanding the construction, whereas he takes it as
I do; and that I put forward as my own an alteration (¢éxévraw for €xovra) which is

1 8ee the end of this paragraph.
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Stallbaum’s. Now this time one single grain of truth may be sifted out of all this.
Stallbaum’s comment upon §oa dépos is not very clear ; and I was mistaken, I now think,
a8 to the manner in which the words are intended to be taken in the earlier part of his
note. So, had Mr. Wilson known how to let well alone, he might have scored a point
against me, such as it is. But our critic, who in some other respects does not resemble
Socrates, unfortunately does not enjoy a 3aiuéviov anueiov to “ check him always, what-
ever he is doing.” For he goes on, “ it seems incredible, but it is true, that the emendation
is Stallbaum’s,” i.e. &xévrar. .

Now what are the facts? First it will be seen by any one who reads Stallbaum’s note
to the end that he sets aside the interpretation of 8sa dépos which I adopt, although I
was wrong in believing that he never saw it. Secondly the emendation éxévraw is even
less his than it is mine, though I am not aware that he has been charged with piracy for
not disclaiming it. (I need hardly say that I have made not the slightest claim to
the authorship of & correction so obvious that it must have occurred to every one who
has tried to construe the sentence.) Stallbaum says indeed ‘legendum fortasse vide-
bitur &xdévrow,” which, for Mr. Wilson’s benefit, I will translate: * perhaps it will be
thought that éxévraw ought to be read.” But that Stallbaum does not think so is
evident from the whole tenor of his note, and from the fact that in his final recon-
struction of the passage (to which the criticism in my note refers) he retains éxorra.
The emendation in fact is Stallbaum’s neither by adoption nor by origination, for it is
quoted in Bekker’s note. So far then from éxdérrwv being “a proposed alteration of
Stallbaum’s,”? it is a suggestion, apparently of Lindau’s, which Stallbaum mentions only
to set aside. If a correction for which Stallbaum is not responsible and which he
deliberately rejects is Stallbaum’s, them, I fear, all Mr. Wilson's statements which I
quote may, on the same showing, be termed mine. dAA’ ebpnueiv xpf.

It were easy to go on almost ad libitum culling flowers from Mr, Wilson’s Xapiranr
Kdwos, were it worth while.’

The editor, it will be seen, cannot gainsay the most important part
of my objection: he endeavours to contradict and ridicule the other
part.
It will be shewn that the objection he raises is irrelevant to the real
charge against him, and this would remain as serious as it was even if
he were right. But it will also be shewn that he is wrong on the issue
which he has chosen, and to which he attaches so much importance.

(i) In the first place, the attempt to answer my criticism depends
on a grave misrepresentation of the whole point of it.

The editor gives the reader to understand that I have accused him
of pirating the emendation éydvrwy from Stallbaum (cf. e. g. ¢ and that
I have put forward as my own an alteration which is Stallbaum’s.’
¢ Secondly, the emendation is even less his than it is mine, though I am
not aware that he has been charged with piracy for not disclaiming it.
I need hardly say that I have made not the slightest claim to the
authorship, &c.”). He answers, then, with emphasis that the suggestion
is not really Stallbaum’s, and that he (the editor) has not claimed it
himself,

1 The expression in quotation marks is none of mine but the editor's own.
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The reader has but to look at my review to see that the charge of
unfairness was not at all that the editor had ¢ pirated’ an emendation
of Stallbaum’s. I did not even suspect him of it. My very point
was that when he wrote his own note he did not know of the sugges-
tion in Stallbaum, and that he ought to have known it, considering
what he thought fit to say of Stallbaum’s view.

I said expressly, what I believed and shall make evident below, that
he had forgotten the earlier part of Stallbaum’s note which contains
the suggested alteration and the construction in question, and remem-
bered only the second part of it.

The reader may judge from the style of the editor’s answer what
he would have said if I had been found misrepresenting his own argu-
ments thus.

My contention was in effect this. I pointed out the scarcely
credible fact that the editor gave as a correction of Stallbaum’s view
an emendation suggested by Stallbaum himself, and without even a
hint that it was in Stallbaum ; also that he presumed to attack his
predecessor on the ground that he did not understand a certain con-
struction, whereas this very construction is given by his predecessor,
and is presupposed by the suggested emendation itself. The editor
was of course not charged with piracy from Stallbaum, but with being
so unfair and so eager to attack him that he did not take ordinary
trouble to be sure his attack was justified.

Thus the editor’s answer, in the form in which he presents it, is
shewn to be an evasion! and is disposed of. But it will next be con-
sidered whether any of the matter which he uses in his answer makes
a difference to the justice of the criticism passed upon him.

(ii) Suppose (what is untrue) that the editor was right in what
he says of Stallbaum’s rejection of éxdvrwv.

1 A further misrepresentation, though it is but a minor one, must be pointed out;
because by its means the editor helps the impression he seeks to give. He restates my
criticism 80 a8 to put a misleading emphasis upon the point relating to the alteration
of éxovra into éxévraw and give the better introduction to his misstatement of what was
said about it. He represents me as first attacking him for accusing Stallbaum of not
understanding the construction, and then afterwards, as I did not know how to stop in
time, ‘going on’ to another charge about éxévraw. I have quoted my own remark
above, and the reader will at once see how it hus been misrepresented. The two points are
not separated in any such way as he implies. On the contrary both are introduced by
the words ‘It may seem incredible,’ &c:, which the editor represents as though forming
& separate introduction to the matter of éxévraw. (My words are ‘It may seem
incredible but it is true that the emendation is Stallbaum’s, and the construction he is
supposed not to understand is the very one he gives.”) The fact is the two points are
inseparable as will appear directly. It is the editor’s interest to separate them as
much as possible, because Lie is forced to admit one of them entirely.
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He admits that he was wrong in saying that Stallbaum’s view was
the result of his not understanding the construction: but he says,
¢ Stallbaum’s comment upon dsa &épos is not very clear,” and also tries
to make light of his own unfairness. The part of Stallbaum’s note
which shews the construction of dca &épos is quite clear!; and would
be very obvious indeed to anyone who read it with the care to be
demanded from one who intended to criticise it.

On the other hand, the attempt to make light of such a fault is
only a new confirmation of what has been said of the editor’s spirit of
unfairness to Stallbaum.

(iii) It will have become plain that it makes no difference to the
validity of the charge whether the suggestion occurred independently
to Stallbaum or not. It is enough that he makes it. But though
the point is irrelevant, it may be shewn that the editor’s own logic is
fatal to his statement of it. If the ¢correction is so obvious that
it must have occurred to everyone who,” &c., why should it not have
occurred independently to Stallbaum ? And there is nothing to shew
that it did not. And there is certainly no less evidence to shew that
it did, than there is in the editor’s own note to shew that it occurred
to him independently. And here a question may be asked. If the
editor really knew when he wrote his note that an emendation which
he thinks so probable in this difficult text had been already suggested
by Lindau, why did he not say so? It is thought a matter of
courtesy if not of honour to mention such things, and it is obli-
gatory on one who speaks so slightingly of Lindau as the editor
sometimes does. A similar omission in relation to Lindau has been
noticed before (par. 11).

~ (iv) However, the editor not only takes the untenable position,
that the suggestion is not Stallbaum’s, but affirms that it is in no
sense Stallbaum’s, for that he mentions it only to reject it.

It will be shewn that even if this were true, it could invalidate
nothing essential in the charge of unfairness: and indeed it will
become most probable that the editor had not even formed this
opinion on Stallbaum’s attitude when he wrote the note objected to.

But also this opinion which the editor tries to make so important,
and puts with something more than confidence, will be proved to
be wrong.

The thing on which he most insists is that I have misunderstood

1 He translates in fact thus: ‘Eadem haec quum antea extenuata sunt putredine et
in venarum angustias influunt, atque parfibus ferrenis et aeriis ibi extantibus con-
venienter se habent,’ &c.
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the words (itaque) legendum fortasse videbitur éxdvrww, ¢ which’ he
says ‘for Mr. Wilson’s benefit I will translate :  perhaps it will be
thought &ydvrwv ought to be read,” &ec.’

When such a tone is adopted, the risk is so great that care
should be taken that the argument is right. The editor in the first
place has sacrificed his own point to a personality. Of course there is
no difficulty about the translation. I translated as the editor does,
though he seeks to give the reader the impression that I did not.

The question obviously is what meaning is to be attached to the
English, which is ambiguous without a context; and here is the real
difference of opinion.

But, in the second place, there is a graver matter. The reader
would little suspect that the editor gets the interpretation, on which,
as has been seen, he risks so much, by suppressing the continuation
of the sentence he translates. He professes that Stallbaum in saying
¢ perhaps it will be thought that éxdvrwr ought to be read’ ie.
(itaque) legendum, &c., is putting a view which he does not share
at all, and indeed  only mentions to set aside.”

The whole sentence reads thus: ¢ Itaque legendum fortasse videbitur
éxdvrwv, quod ipsum interpretatione nostrd expressimus : ita enim dativus
e fvpperplav Exew aptus nexusque erit.’” (Inthe nextsentence he states
certain difficulties on the other hand, which will be explained below.)

Now a man does not usually adapt his own translation- (translatio
nostra) to a reading which (in the editor’s words) ‘he deliberately
rejects,” or ¢ mentions only to set aside,” nor does Stallbaum.

The translation in question! is that with which Stallbaum begins
his note, and it presupposes éxdvrwr as he himself says in the clause
which the editor has suppressed.

The fact is that the editor, with the inaccuracy and with the
incautiousness in attack which are so exemplified in his book, has
misunderstood the real drift of Stallbaum’s long note even now that he
has read it again. : '

Stallbaum thinks the text corrupt, but is quite undecided what the
emendation ought to be. One of the suggestions before him is
éxdvrwv, which he certainly puts as a man might put what is his own,
and instead of ¢deliberately rejecting it,” he so far approves it that
the only translation he gives of the Greek implies it. He points out
that it removes certain difficulties, but is prevented by other difficulties,
which he names, from adopting it as certain.

! Given above in note to p. 32,
C
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All this will be clear, as well as the origin of the editor’s mistake,
from an analysis of Stallbaum’s note.

Before giving any comment Stallbaum translates the first part of
the passage, explaining its relation to a clause from which it is
separated by an interposed sentence. Then he says that the Greek
of the first part is corrupt; that there are certain difficulties; that
these suggest the reading éxdvrwy; that he has actually adopted the
reading himself in his translation. But he adds there are some serious
objections to it.

¢ Verum haec principialis enuntiati pars dubium non est quin foede
misereque corrupta sit. Primum enim non apparet unde dativus
Tois évobow adrdd. pépeat k. 7. A, pendeat, siquidem xal Soa &épos
Svpperplay &ovra valet xai tols 8oa dépos Evpperplay &xer. Itaque
legendum fortasse videbitur éxdvrwv, quod ipsum interpretatione mostrd
ewpressimus : ita enim dativus e fvuperplay &xew aptus nexusque erit.
Verum ut alias dubitationes silentio praeteream, illud certe huic
rationi officit, quod ipsa sententia istud Evuperplay &ew non ferre
videtur.’

To get a better view of the whole difficulty he goes on to consider
the remainder of the passage, which he also thinks corrupt. Then he
gives what he thinks Plato really intended in the passage taken as
a whole (nec dubitandum est quin sententia Platonis omnino clara sit
et perspicua): but thinks it is not conveyed by the words (restat
igitur difficultas verborum). In face of the consensus of the MSS. he
knows of no satisfactory emendation (quae difficultas quomodo tollenda
sit eo magis dubium est quo mirabilior est codicum de his corruptelis
consensio), and therefore, at the end of his note gives merely his -
idea of the kind of thing which might have been expected—what the
editor inaccurately calls ¢ his final reconstruction of the passage ’—but
by no means as a serious emendation. ¢Itaque proponere licebit
coniecturam quandam nostram sic, ut non tam quid scriptum fuerit,
quam quid potuerit scriptum legi, significemus. - Nihil igitur desidera-
remus, si oratio hunc in modum esset concinnata, xal dca &épos
Evpperplay Eovra (sc. éori) cvvidvrwv, dore xwijcavra kT, ac
deinde : vorepa dyyeia &épos dvdyxn (sc. éorl) xoila wepipeps Te
yevéabar k.T.A.

The editor, therefore, has given in his answer quite an erroneous
impression of ¢the whole tenor of the note’ He thus misinterprets
the meaning of ‘itaque legendum fortasse, &c.” which he has trans-
lated so triumphantly. Stallbaum obviously means that something
is to be said in favour of reading éxdvrwy: so much indeed that his
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translation is based on the alteration, though he does not see his way
clear to decide for it. In fact, though it is not said in so many
words, éxdvrwy is with Stallbaum a sort of minimum alteration : and
though he does not adopt it, it is the nearest he comes to a real
emendation.

(v) I was quite aware of the difference between the first and second
parts of Stallbaum’s note when I wrote my criticism. The editor,
unless I misunderstand him, wishes to give the impression that I was
notl. My very point was that he himself was not aware of it, and
had only remembered the second part (see Class. Rev., March 1889,
page 116, col. 1, lines 20-25). When I said that the emendation was
Stallbaum’s, I meant it was a proposal of his, I did not mean he thought
it conclusive. Indeed in the original article, which I had to condense
as being too long for the Class. Review, stood a sentence to that effect,
and referring to what Stallbaum says in the second part of his note.
This was suppressed as not necessary to the argument. If it had
been kept it might have saved the editor from his present unfortunate
mistake.

.(vi) If the editor were to be taken at his word, his own admission
as to 8oa dépos would involve the admission of what has been proved
in the foregoing about éxdvrwv. He admits (with what grace has
been seen) that the construction of 8ca &épos, which he had said
Stallbaum did not understand, is ¢ the manner in which the words
are intended to be taken in the earlier part of the note.” But the
construction involves the separation of 8osa dépos from Eupperplav
&xovra and the reading of ¢xdvrwy for éovra. And thusthe editor has
admitted that it was ‘intended in the earlier part of the mnote’
to read éxdvrwv. He may reply, appealing to the sequel of his
answer, that his expression ‘ intended to be taken.in the earlier part
of the note’ was unguarded, and that he really meant ¢ the manner
in which the words (80a &épos) are 7ot intended to be taken ; a manner,
in fact, which is mentioned to be set aside” But really his ex-
pression is accurate, and the natural way of putting what Stallbaum
says.

(vii) But suppose the editor had been right in his opinion that
Stallbaum ‘ only mentions the reading éxdvrwv to set it aside >—what
difference would it make ?

In the first place, if the editor really had formed this opinion on
Stallbaum’s attitude when he wrote his note, his case is even worse
than I put it. Clearly it is more inexcusable to write a note of such

! See the second part of his reply quoted on page 30 above.
C2
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a form and tendency as above ! described with such (supposed) knowledge
than without it.

The most lenient supposition is that he had not arrived at this
opinion when he wrote his book ; and this seems to be the truth.

(1) If he had arrived at it he would in all probability have said not
what he did say, but something like this, ¢ Stallbaum rejects the
suggestion (or “Lindau’s suggestion”’) éxdvrwr, because he did not
understand how 8oa dépos was to be taken.’

(2) There is a more cogent reason. Considering how closely the
construction of doa dépos is comnected with the conjecture éydvrov—
a connection which the editor’s own criticism of Stallbaum implies
—1it is quite incredible that the editor should have come to believe
what he now alleges about Stallbaum’s view of éxdyrwr and not have
seen that he construes §oa dépos in the manner which that reading
implies. The reader will see this at once if he looks at Stallbaum’s
note, for not only is the translation perfectly clear, but Stallbaum in
pointing out difficulties in the emendation éxdvrwr says nothing what-
ever of the construction of 8osa dépos, which would have been his
greatest difficulty if he had misunderstood it.

(3) But what is really beyond doubt, is fully confirmed by the form
of the editor’s defence. He does not attempt to deny what I said I
believed, viz. that when he attacked Stallbaum he had forgotten all
about the earlier part of Stallbaum’s note, which mentions the altera-
tion éxdvrov.

Thus the editor’s criticism is convicted of the precise injustice with
which it was charged.

The foregoing discussion may be recapitulated as follows—

The form of the editor’s attempted answer has been shewn to be a
grave misrepresentation of the real issue.

In the matter of it there are certain statements, in unfortunate
language, accusing my arguments of mistakes which the editor seeks
to make essential to the issue.

Of these statements I have shewn that even if they were true,
some were irrelevant, and as to the rest that, if the editor had
arrived at such opinions when he wrote, this knowledge aggravated his
fault ; that if he had not, he was entirely liable to the charge made ;
also that beyond doubt, he had not arrived at them.

But, also, I have accepted the editor’s own issues in his own form,
and shewn that he is wrong in all of them. One of them is not only

! Pages 28, 29.

-~



[ 37 ]

unprovable, but his own logic makes it untenable for him. The rest
have been disproved.

Thus the editor’s fault has only become plainer by his effort to get
out of it.

A complete vindication has been given of the original charge, that
in his eagerness to attack Stallbaum, he did not take ordinary care to
see that his attack was justified ; and that he was liable to the accusa-
tion he presumes to bring against Grote, that of ‘eagerness to convict’
others ¢ of irrationality.’

It would not be expected that a mistake of the kind would be made
more than once, but compare above, parr. 11, 12 (note on 35A), 13;
and below, par. 28. ' 4 '

18. The following confident and very unfortunate attack on Stall-
baum is a good illustration of the inferiority of this edition tg
Stallbaum’s in Greek scholarship.

37 A, Yyuxi . .. 8rav obolav okedaoTiv & ovrds Twos épdmryrar Kai
8rav &pépioTor Aéyer kwovpéry dia wdons éavrijs, Srg T &v i Tadrov
xal rov &v &repov, mpds 8 i Te pdAigra kal dmy xal Fmws kai dmire
&vuBalve. kata Td yiyvduevd Te mpds Exacrov Exasra elvay Kal wdoxew
Kxai wpos T kara Tadrd &ovra del.

On this passage, Stallbaum has an excellent note.

Difficiliora ad explicandum videntur quae sequuntur, &c. , . . de quibus jam a veteri.
bus multum esse dubitatum Proclus auctor est, p. 231 8q. . . . ante omnia constructionis
rationem exquirere juvat, quam mirari sane licet ne ab uno quidem inter tot interpretes
satis perspectam esse. Est autem junctura verborum haec: mvovuévn 8id wéoys éavrijs
Aéyer, mpos 8 v pdMiora kal Srp xal Smws kal dwére TobTO, ST dv TL TAbTV f KAl ETOV &V
Erepov, fvuBalve. €kaota elvar kal mdoxew mwpds Ekaorov katd Td Yiyvépevd Te Kal wpds T
kard Tadrd éxovra def. Itaque loci sententia huc fere redit: ‘Anima dum isto modo vires
exercens suas vel res concretas animadvertit vel res intel]igibiles attingit, disquirit atque
indicat id, cuicunque quid est idem et a quo diversum, ad quidnam maxime et guo
modo quove tempore ad unumquodque se omnibus modis habeat omnibusque modis
afficiatur, et in iis quae fiunt (h. e. in rebus corporeis vel individuis) et in illis, quae
semper sibi constant.’

He then explains the latter part of the construction thus :—¢ékasra
€lvas kal mdoxew mpos &aorov, h.e. jegliches (veluti radrov et Erepov)
sein und leiden im Verhiltniss zu jeglichem.’ '

Stallbaum deserves great credit for his scholarly elycidation of a
passage previously misunderstood.

The editor writes as follows—

¢ Stallbaum, affirming that no one has hitherto understood this passage, takes the
antecedent of §7¢ as the subject of fuuBaives:  she declares of that wherewith anything
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is the same and wherefrom it is different, in relation to what &c.” It may well be
doubted whether he has thus improved upon his predecessors. Surely the discernment
of sameness and difference is & function necessarily belonging to soul and necessarily
included in the catalogue of her functions: yet Stallbaum’s rendering excludes it from
that catalogue. The fact that we have 87¢ &v §f, not 8rq écri, does not really favour
his view—* with whatsoever a thing may be the same, she declares it the same.’
I coincide then with the other interpreters in regarding the whole sentence from Srw 7’
&v as indirect interrogation subordinate to Aéyer.’

And adds in his next note ¢ Lindau has justly remarked that all or
nearly all Aristotle’s ten categories are to be found in this sentence.’
His translation is :—

And she tells that wherewith the thing is same and that wherefrom it is different,
and in what relation or place or manner or time it comes to pass both in the region
of the changing and in the region of the changeless that each thing affects another and is
affected.

(1) The logic of the objection made to Stallbaum—¢Surely the
discernment, &c.” is quite extraordinary. Stallbaum’s rendering of
course does not exclude the discernment of sameness and difference
from the soul’s functions. If the soul is said to perceive the particular
ways in which things are different or the same, it is necessarily
implied that the soul discerns sameness and difference. Cf. a little
farther on in Stallbaum’s note—¢anima dicitur . . . id agere, ut identitatis
et diversitatis rationes et in ideis et in rebus individuis . . . conspicuas
dijudicet.” Plato might indeed have expressed his meaning by saying
that the soul 4of% perceives sameness and difference, and in what ways
things are the same and different, but obviously the other mode of
expression is both possible and natural. Captious objections of this
kind would be fatal to interpretation, especially in a Greek author,
and it is amusing to observe that they are fatal to the editor’s in-
terpretation of this very passage. He wishes of course (cf. his approval
of Lindau above) to include the perception of action and passivity ¢in
the catalogue of the soul’s functions,” but the Greek as he renders
it would, on his own shewing, exclude them from that catalogue;
because it is not said that the soul b0t perceives activity and passivity,
and in what ways these come to pass, but simply that it perceives
in what ways activity and passivity come to pass—¢in what relation
or place, or manner, or time it comes to pass ... that each thing
affects another and is affected.” This is a sufficient reductio ad
absurdum. ’

(2) This mistake in logic carries with it serious mistakes in trans-
lation. The clause 8rg 7" &v ¢ TadTdv 7} kal rov &v Erepov is made an
indirect interrogative coordinate with mpos & 7{ re pdAiora xal 8ap
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x.7.\., which is impossible. Stallbaum rightly makes the clause a
substantive clause and subject of elva: or fvpBalver elvac.

(3) &aora is of course predicate with elva. to this subject, and
=¢identical and different,’ cf. Stallbaum’s note. The editor makes
&aora the subject, and thus construes elva: mpos €xacror="*to act
upon each thing,” which again is obviously impossible. :

(4) 8mp is translated ‘in what place,” as if it were §wov. This
mistake, which comes from an attempt to find a place for Aristotle’s
category mod in accordance with Lindau’s comparison (see above) of the
Aristotelian categories with this passage, is the less excusable, because
Lindau’s own note and translation (qua via) ought to have warned
the editor, and because Stallbaum has said ‘neque argutandum in
verbis xal 8wy xal 8mws, quae interpres recentissimus parum recte
accepit. Etenim 8wy xal 8mws dicitur ut nostrum : auf Welche Art
und Weise: nihilque significat nisi quomodo, de qua loquendi
forma v. ad Phaedon 78D, &c.’ The confusion of 8y and 8wov is
‘ massgebend.’

17. Even if the editor’s rejection of Stallbaum’s claims to have dis-
covered the true interpretation here had been justified, it was all the
more necessary to acknowledge any obligation he might be under to
other parts of the same note, but we find the following portion of it

reproduced without comment.
. Stallbaum.

wpds 7d kard Tabrd] This phrase is exactly Denique verbis kard 7d ytyvépeva respon-
parallel to #ard 7d yiyvéueva above. The dent haec: wpds 7d sard Tadrd éxovra del,
only reason for the change of preposition is  in quibus cur non item positum sit xaré,
the obvious lack of euphony in xard 7d  sed potius wpés, causa in aprico est. Quis
Katd TaiTé. enim ferat hoc modo loquentem: xard 7d

xard Tabrd Exovra?

Similarly where the editor thought that Stallbaum had rightly
claimed to have ‘improved on his predecessors,” he was the more
bound to say so : but in the very next note, where Stallbaum proposes
also to remedy the mistake of his predecessors, the editor, without such
acknowledgment, follows his interpretation and reproduces that part
of his note which Stallbaum considers the key to the passage.

B.
Abyos 8% 8 kard Tabrov dAndYs 7:11!6;43::0: nepl 7€ Obrepov v wal wepl 10 Tadrdv.
Stallbaum.

Haec quoque dici non potest quantum molestiae inter-
pretibus creaverint, qui neque verba neque sententiam
usquequaque recte perceperunt, Sic priora illa: Adyos
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6 Kkard Tadrdv dAnbl)s yiyvéuevos, Ficinus perquam ab-

surde reddidit : . . . neque felicius reddiderunt alii. Sen-

tentia autem quae esset, quantum quidem sciamus,

usque ad hunc diem nemo perspexit penitus . .. Cardo

Note. rei, 8i quid video, versatur in eo ut istud xara Tadréy

‘xard radréy is adverbial, recte accipiatur. Duplex autem suppetit ejus interpre-
“equally” : there is nothing  tatio. Aut enim significatur Aéyos, qui pro 7od TaiTod
in it of the technical sense ratione verus evadit; aut xard radrov significat pariter,
of radrév.’ [i.e. the sense pars ratione quod fere dicitur xard 7adrd....Vix est
in Stallbaum’s prior inter- cur moneam, quid in hac [sc. priore] interpretatione

pretatio.’] offendat. . . . Itaque eo inclinat animus ut xard radrd
. ita dictum putemus ut alibi fere xard 7adrd, veluti
Translation. supra 34 C, De Rep. 615 C, Symp. 221 D, Sophist. 253 B,

¢ This word of hers is true  Phaed. 95 B. Quod si recte statuimus ac certe usus

alike whether it deal with loquendi non adversatur, sensus nascetur hic: oratio

same or other.’ autem, quae pariter vera evadit sive versatur in diverso
#ive in eodem, &c.

(The superiority here of Stallbaum’s note from a grammatical point
of view is obvious,)

18. It would be well for the editor if the claims of discovery and
improvement which he himself makes were as well founded as these
of Stallbaum. Two instances may be subjoined here because they
involve unfairness to Stallbaum 2,

41A, Occl 0661), G éyd dnpiovpyds mardp Te Epywr, & 8¢’ éuod yevdueva
dAvra &uod ye ui é0éhovros® TO pév ody &7 Sefy wav Avrdy k.T.A.

¢TIt is impossible not to admire the serenity with which all the editors set a full stop
after é0éAovros, and then make a fresh start, as though the words from feol to &é0érovros
were a sentence ; as though yiyvera: stood in place of yevéueva . . . . . I regard ... all the
words down to é9éAovros as constituting an appellation.’

Now of course from this it would be supposed that Stallbaum’s
punctuation was due to the mistake that the editor speaks of, and that
he had not seen the first clause was ‘an appellation.’

But Stallbaum makes no such mistake: he does not treat the
words from feol to é0é\ovros as a sentence, as this extract from his
note proves. ‘Dii satu divino orti, quorum opera me opificem et
parentem habent, quae, utpote a me facta, sunt indissolubilia, me quidem
ita volente” The last clanse in which the editor supposes the mistake to
be made is treated exactly as the editor treats it, and tue whole
¢ constitutes an appellation’ with Stallbaum as much as w.th the editor.

1 For another see par. 6o.
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As to the punctuation, the editor himself shews why Stallbaum
might well retain the full stop, for just after what has been quoted
above he adds—

¢The difficulty then arises, however, that the particles uiv odv 3) seem to indicate the
commencement of a fresh sentence. Yet the objection is not, I think, fatal : for although
the words feol . . . Eé0éAovTos are not in form a sentence containing a statement, they do
practically convey a statement; and the wpoonyopia being somewhat extended, Plato
proceeds as if the information implied in a description were given in the form of a direct
assertion,’ &c.

And thus finally the editor himself, instead of putting a comma
after 20é\ovros, as would be expected from his note, puts a colon: a
compromise which is a sufficient refutation of the charge of unintelli-
gence which the editor practically brings against his predecessors.

It may be added that Stallbaum is not the only editor of whom the
charge is untrue. The Engelmann translator renders precisely as the
editor does (except that he, like Stallbaum, omits ui} before é9érovros),
which is not to the present purpose.

In 40 D there is a passage on the popular gods, on which the editor
says, ‘The irony of the passage, though it seems to have generally
escaped the commentators, is very evident; more especially in the
opening sentence of the next chapter. Plato had no cause for embroil-
ing himself with the popular religion,” &e.

The i irony is quite obvious and can hardly have escaped any reader,
and there is no ground for supposing it has generally escaped the com-
mentators. It has not escaped Martin or Stallbaum, Martin has no
special note on the passage, but in his note on the following are these
words (vol. 2, p. 138), ¢Ce qu’il dit dans le Timée sur les dieux de la
fable est trop evidemment ironique,’ &c., and again (p. 146, vol. 2), ‘la
maniére ironique dont il parle, dans le T%mée, des dieux de la mytho-
logie, montre suffisament, qu’il était loin de donner son adhésion aux
fables d’aprés lesquelles les dieux auraient été les ancétres de certaines
familles d’hommes.’

Stallbaum also happens to say nothing in his note on the irony of -
the passage, but in his Prolegomena, p. 15, he says—

¢Jam istorum deorum mentione injecta Timaeus quaedam addit de diis, qui vulgo
credebantur. Quos quidem e Terra et Caelo ortos ait ita, ut origo eorum nostram superet
intelligentiam. Quocirca non vult de iis exponere, sed detrectat omnem hujus rei
disputationem. P. 40D-41 A. Hoc vero sapienter ita ab eo factum esse, quis est quin
statim intelliga} secum reputans, vulgarem superstxtlonem impugnare quam periculosum
fuerit #
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The last sentence is almost identical with what the editor says
himself.

19. Another instance of a matter of scholarship is added : others
will be found further on.

47E—48A. ... ¢ndédexrar Ta Bia vod dednuiovpynuéva Get 8¢ xal Ta
3 dvdyxns yuyvdueva ¢ Adyg mapabéofai. peuvypévn yap odv ) Tobde
100 Kdopov yéveois &£ dvdykns Te xali vod cvoTdoews éyevrifn’ vod &&
dvdyxns dpxovros T¢ welfew admiy TéY yiyvouéver Ta TAeloTa éml TO
BéAtioTor dyew, Tavry katé Tadrd Te 8 dvdyxns Hrrepévns vmo welbods
&udpovos ofrw kar’ dpxas fvvloraro Téde O wav. €l Tis obv 3 yéyove
katd rabra Ovrws épel, pikréov kai 1O Tis WAavwuérns eldos alrlas, 7
Pépewy mépukev.

The last words are translated thus, ¢ we must add also the nature of
the Errant cause, and its moving power,’ with the note—

¢ Literally “how it is its nature to set in motion.” The wAavwpuévy alria is the source of
instability and uncertainty (relatively to us) in the order of things; whence Plato terms
it the moving influence. What Stallbaum means or fails to mean by his rendering “‘ ea
ratione, qua ipsius natura fert,” it is difficult to conjecture.”

It was unlucky for the editor that he did not conjecture what Stall-
baum meant. His own explanation is obviously wrong. The meaning
is, “must be mingled in the way which suits its nature,”’ and so far
Stallbaum is right. Cf. also Lindau, ¢ adjicienda ea quoque [causa],
quae necessitate sive lege naturae continetur, guatenus natura e¢jus

ert.” '
4 But whether the meaning comes from the sense of ¢ enduring ’ or
‘tending ’ in ¢épew is perhaps doubtful,

20. The next passage shews how little care the editor takes to see
that his criticism of Stallbaum is just.

In the passage on the creation of human souls (41 D, E) these are
represented as first sent to the fized stars ; afterwards they are to be
sent to the earth and planets and there united with bodily forms. The
latter stage is called in this passage mpdmy yéveais, and there can be
little difficulty in seeing that it is so. The editor says, ¢ Stallbaum is
obviously wrong in understanding by mpdm yéveois the distribution
among the stars.” The passage of Stallbaum referred to is ¢ Est autem
prima haec generatio haud dubie illa ipsa animarum cum sideribus
conjunctio, quam summus ipse deus fecisse narratur.’ The editor no
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doubt understood ¢sideribus’ here to mean the fixed stars; but the
very next words of Stallbaum should have prevented the mistake—
¢id quod apparet e verbis p. 42 B, unde etiam guaenam astra intelli-
gantur facile perspicias.” The passage which Stallbaum here refers
to (42 B) is &omeipe Tods pév els yiv, Tods &’ els ceAfuny, Tovs & els Ta
&M\a 8oa dpyava xpdvov—the sowing of the souls in the earth and
planets. Thus, of course, Stallbaum meant by sidera’ and ¢ astra’ the
planets, and therefore is right about the mpdry yéveaus.

21. The next are examples of criticism of Stallbaum in matters
relating to Greek philosophy.

In Plato’s theory of vision the editor has some eriticisms of Stall-
baum which betray, especially in one place, imperfect acquaintance
with original authorities.

On 45 C is the following note :—

‘It is plain too that Plato’s theory is peculiar to himself and quite diverse from the
Empedoklean (or Demokritean) doctrine of effluences, with which Stallbaum confuses
it ; akthough the two theories have some points in common, as appears from the state-
ment of Aristotle de sensu 437°. 11 foll. Empedokles, as Aristotle informs us, wavered
in his explanation, sometimes adopting the dwoppoal aforesaid, sometimes comparing the
eye to a lantern, sending forth its visual ray through the humours and membranes which
correspond to the frame of the lantern. But as propounded in the passage quoted by
Aristotle (302—-310 Karsten), this notion amounts merely to a metaphor or analogy and
is not worked up into a physical theory : it agrees however with Plato in taking fire for
the active force of the eye.’

The criticism is not new. The essence of it is given already by
Cousin (p. 349 note) : ¢ Stallbaum est beaucoup plus fondé a rapporter
cette opinion & Empédocle. Toutefois un examen attentif pourrait
conduire & un résultat différent. Empédocle, dit Aristote, explique
la vision tantt par une lumidre qui sort des yeux, tantdt par des
effluxes venant des objets (de sensu, c. 3). Or Plato n’adopte ni 'une
ni Pautre de ces explications, il les réunit.’

The editor has overstated this point with habitual exaggeration, as
is clear from his own note. The ¢ two theories’ instead of being ¢ quite
diverse,” agree in a very remarkable feature, viz. the doctrine that in
sight light (or ¢ fire ’) proceeds from the eye towards the object. This
is an essential, and justifies the classification of the two theories
together; and they are thus considered cognate by Aristotle in the
familiar passage (De Sensu) and by Theophrastus. The editor sup-
plies evidence himself, when referring to the doctrine of Empedocles,
as expressed in the verses quoted by Aristotle. He says ‘it agrees
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however with Plato in taking fire for the active force of the eye,” yet
he argues with singular perversity that ¢as propounded in the passage
quoted by Aristotle the notion amounts merely to a metaphor or
analogy, and is not worked into a physical theory.” In the well-known
verses the eye is compared to a lantern emitting light through its
transparent sides, but to explain a doctrine by help of a metaphor is
not to make the doctrine itself ¢amount to a metaphor’: the meta-
phor and the doctrine are distinguished clearly enough in the verses.
Aristotle himself (De Sensu, 1. c.) represents Empedocles as holding
like Plato that light was emitted from the eye. But, as will be seen
hereafter, the editor seems imperfectly acquainted with the De Sensu,
and even with this chapter, though he quotes it (after his predecessors).

The difference however on which the editor seems to lay most
stress appears to be that there is not in Empedocles a cooperation
between light from the eye and an emanation from the object (as in
Plato) arguing from the words of Aristotle, 8re uév odv ofrws épdv
¢noly 8re 8¢ tals dmoppoiats, that the doctrine of emanation from the
object was an alternative to that which represented light as coming
from the eye, and that in the latter case there was no action of the’
external light. Stallbaum holds that there was cooperation of the
emanation from the object in the latter case. Here he has the sup-
port of Ueberweg and Zeller. It may be wondered whether the editor
can have given any careful study to the latter’s note on the subject.
It seems clear that he cannot have read the important passage on the
subject in Theophrastus through, though he gives a stock quotation
from the beginning of it in another note. It is this passage of Theo-
phrastus (De Sensibus ii. and iii.) which gives considerable evidence in
favour of Stallbaum’s view, and no one can presume to pronounce
either way without having considered it.

Of the superficial nature of the editor’s acquaintance with Theo-
phrastus De Sensibus there is very amusing evidence in another note
where the same subject’ turns up. On 67 C, ¢pAdya 76v cwpdrov
ékdorwy dmoppéovaay SYre Elpperpa pdpia Exovaar he writes ¢ Stallbaum
says Plato is following Empedocles, but this is incorrect: see Theo-
phrastos de sensu, § 7, 'Eumedoxdijs 8¢ wepl Gmacdy duolws Aéyer kal
¢na 7@ dvappdrrew els Tods mdpovs Tods éxdorns alofdvesdar.’ (This is
the quotation above referred to.) The affinity of Plato and Empedo-
cles here will strike anyone from a mere comparison of what the
editor himself quotes from Theophrastus and the words above quoted
from the Timaeus (67 C). Not only so, but unluckily for the editor
the statement of Theophrastus which he gives as evidence against the



[ 45 ]

affinity of the two theories, is repeated in another part of the same
treatise, and made by Theophrastus himself evidence for their affinity,
and with reference to this very passage of the Timaeus—mepl 3¢ xpwud-
Tov oxedov Spolws 'Eumedokhel Aéyer 10 yap oluperpa &xew pdpia 17
SYeL 16 Tols wpois vapudrrew éoriv.

In this connection the editor has himself made a ¢ confusion ’ between
two philosophic theories. In the note above quoted he says ¢ Plato’s
theory is quite diverse from the Empedoklean (or Demokritean) doc-
trine of effluences, with which Stallbatm confuses it” Again in 67 D,
‘It must be remembered that Plato’s conception differs from the
Demokritean or Empedoklean effluences, inasmuch as he does not hold
that any image of the object is thrown off.’

Thus the editor supposes that the ¢ emanations’ of Eripedocles were
images thrown off from the object like those of Democritus. There is
no evidence whatever in the fragments of Empedocles of this, nor does
there appear to be any in Aristotle or Plato, or any competent
authority. A confusion might easily spring up about it later, and
there is a passage in the Placita Philosophorum (quoted by Sturz,
P- 4161) where it seems to be found. But it may be doubted whether
the editor’s opinion is based on the passage, for he does not seem aware
even of the necessity of producing support for it.

34 B, Yyuxiw 8¢ els 10 péoov adrod Oels did mwavrds Te Erewe kal &rt
wlevy 70 odpa adry) wepiexdAvyre TavTy,

In his note the editor says—

¢In the words that follow, éwfev 70 v@ua alrf meprexdAvibe Tadry, Stallbaum (who
seems throughout to regard Plato as incapable of originating any idea for himself) will
have it that he is followihg Philolaocs. Now the Pythagorean #vedua d&meipov, the
existence of which is peremptorily denied by Plato in 33 C, has not a trace of com-
munity with the Platonic world-soul : nor is there any reasonable evidence that Philolaos
or any other Pythagorean conceived such a soul.’

Here, as too often, the editor is trying to make Stallbaum, who has
entirely the advantage of his critic in all matters of learning and
accuracy, look merely foolish. Stallbaum’s remark is a very sensible
one, and in agreement with perhaps the best authority on such subjects
in his time—Boeckh. The editor puts his remark in quite a false light
and misses the true criticism of it ; and the true criticism is not in the
least to Stallbaum’s discredit, because it depends on the result of more
modern researches, The note would give the impression that Stall-
baum connected this passage of the Timaeus with passages which
represent the world-soul in the special form of the nmvedua dmeipov, but

! Stallbaum refers to Sturz here but not for this purpose:
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he does nothing of the kind. Again, the note conceals from the reader
that there are passages in the fragment of Philolaus (so called)
remarkably like this in the Timaeus, and that Stallbaum referred to
these. He says ¢ Enimvero sequutus ille est Philolaum, de quo
Athenagoras Legat. p. Christ. 6, p. 25 ed. Oxon (ap. Boeckh p. 151)
kal P\dAaos d¢ domep év Ppovpg wdvra Vmd Tob Oeod wepietAijpbar
Aywv kal 10 &va elvar kal 0 dvorépw Tis TAns dewxvder. Idem apud
Stobaeum Eclogg. Phys. p. 426, ed. Heer. xal 70 pév dperdBolov
amd Tas 70 8hov mepiexovoas Yuxas wéxpt celdvas wepawodrar &e., &e.’
These passages are given by Boeckh (Philolaus pp. 151 and 167) who
says (p. 107) ‘ daseine ist beiden’ [sc. the Timaeus and the doctrines of
Philolaus] gemein dass die Weltseele im Timéos von der Mitte ausgeht,
und wiederum das ganze Weltall in sie eingewickelt ist, Philolaos
aber das Centralfeur eben auch als den Hauptsitz der Seele oder des
Gottlichen ansieht, und mit der Seele das All umfasst darstellt.
P. 167, ‘Noch wird aber bestimmt, dass der erste von der das All
umfassenden Seele aus anfange, welche nehmlich von der Hestia an
durch den Kosmos durchgedehnt und um denselben, wie im Platoni-
schen Timios, herumgewickelt ist . . . : iibereinstimmend mit der Vor-
stellung, welche Cicero (N.D. L. 11) dem Pythagoras beilegt (Deum,
die Weltseele) animum esse per naturam rerum omnem intentum et
commeantem, und mit der Philolaischen, dass Gott das Weltall wie in
Gefangenschaft zusammenhalte.’

The true criticism of Stallbaum is of course that the passages which
he (with Boeckh) refers to are likely to be or to be derived from forgeries
influenced partly by the Timaeus itself. See Zeller, Phil. d. Gr. I. 385;
and I. 341, where Zeller speaks of his difference from Boeckh on these
subjects.

22. The following note on the same page may be added as an illus-
tration of the same tone in the treatment of Stallbaum.

34 C, &A\d mos fjuels woAV peréxovres Tod mpooTuxdvros Te kal elk
K.T.A.
The note on this is as follows :—

Cf. Philebus 28 D Tiv 700 dAéyov wal elki Suvamy. Stallbaum has the following
curious remark : ¢ egregie convenit cum iis quae Legum libro x. go4 A disputantur, ubi
animam indelebilem quidem esse docetur, nec vero aeternam.” This were ¢ inconstantia
Platonis’ with a vengeance: fortunately nothing of the kind is taught in the passage
cited. The words are dvaAefpov 8¢ v yevbuevov [ yevépevov Herm.] GAN’ odk aldwiov,
damep ol kard véuov Svres Oeofl. Plato here plainly denies eternity, not to soul, but to
the gdoraots of soul and body, which is dvdAefpos, since such a mode of existence must
subsist perpetually, but not aldwos, since it belongs to yévears.
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It is not clear what is exactly meant by saying ¢ This were ¢ incon-
stantia Platonis ”’ with a vengeance,” but it looks as if the editor had
not understood Stallbaum’s ¢ curious remark ’ : which, by the way, is
not made & propos of the words with which the editor here connects
it, and is perfectly sensible where it really does occur. It looks also
as if he had not read Stallbaum’s note on the passage of the Laws to
which he refers— -

‘Quod corpus et animus hominis dicitur dvdAefpor uév, AN’ odx aldwmiéy 71 esse
pertinet hoc sine dubio eo, quod vis et natura utriusque, quia non est constans, perpetua
et sempiterna, sed obnoxia mutationibus, aldmos judicari non potest; sed quoniam
neutrum, nec corpus nec animus prorsus interit aut extinguitur, ac mutatur tantum. ..
idem merito censetur dvdAefpoy’—

where Stallbaum quotes very appositely among other passages to illus-
trate this Tim. 41 A sqq., 69 C, D, 72 D.

Perhaps, however, the editor’s whole objection is contained in his
remark that Plato in the Laws is not speaking of the soul by itself,
but of the complex of soul and body. The contemptuous tone of this

. (“ fortunately nothing of the kind,” &c.) is very unfortunate for him-
self. There is no evidence whatever in the passage that Plato is
" speaking of the complex of soul and body, as opposed to either: on
the contrary, there is evidence that he is not, as is seen in the words
which immediately follow what the editor has quoted—davdAefpor 3¢
dv yevdpuevoy &N’ olx aldviov Yyuxiw xal odpa, kabamep of kard véuor
Svres Oeol—yéveais yap obx &v more v amolopévov TolToiy Bartépov.
The editor has omitted the last clause.
Boeckh interprets the passage as Stallbaum does—¢Die Seele
hingegen ist geworden, nebst dem Korper zwar unvertilgbar, aber
nicht ewig.’

§ 3—OBLIGATIONS To MARTIN AND SOME OTHERS.

28. The relation of the Commentary to that of Martin, the editor
from whom most has been borrowed, will now be considered.

The greater part of the Timaeus is taken up with questions not
properly philosophic, but rather scientific, including matter pertaining
to mathematics, astronomy, physical science, and biology; some
psychology being associated with the latter. Far the greater part of
the notes of any importance on these subjects seems to be not much
more than a rewriting of Martin, whose work suffers in the process,
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with additions from Boeckh, and occasionally from Stallbaum.
Reference is made not unfrequently to Martin, but the nature and
amount of what is silently reproduced cannot be fairly covered by the
mere general acknowledgment which the editor makes in his preface,
¢The debt owed to Martin by any subsequent editor must needs be
very great.” The reader would certainly often think the editor was
speaking in his own person when he appears to be reproducing
material supplied by others. The instances are numerous. A few
specimens will be given. It is of course understood in all of them
that no acknowledgment whatever is made. The sense of Martin’s
notes with his references, is generally reproduced, though sometimes

they seem almost translated.

24.

muppot B¢ péhave wphaiov] This seems
an exceedingly odd combination. wpddiov is
bright green, or leek-colour ; and a mixture
of chestnut and black appears very little
likely to produce it.

Aristotle motre correctly classes green
dlong with red and violet, as a simple
colour: see Meteorologica III. ii. 3728 5
[which is then fully quoted].

According to Democritus mpdoioy is &
moppupol kal tiis lodridos, § ¢k xAwpob kal
woppupoeidos : combinations which seem
hardly better calculated than Plato’s for
producing the desired result.

68 C.

Martin.

Je rends par vert-tendre le mot mpdowvo,
qui signifie 1a couleur du vert-de-gris, wpd-
gwv, ou des feuilles du poireau, mpdoov.
Platon prétend que cette couleur résulte
du mélange du roux et du noir: est-ce
bien vraisemblable ?

Aristote déclare, au contraire, que cette
méme couleur, qui est le vert de I’arc-en-
ciel, est une couleur simple. [Météorol.
IIL. 2, p. 373, col. 1, Bekker.]?

Dans toute cette théorie des couleurs,
Platon parait suivre en partie Empédocle
les Pythagoriciens et Démocrite [V. le
traité Des op. des philos. I. 15 et Théo-
phraste, cité dans les notes 126 et 128.]

The editor’s quotation of Democritus is from the part of Theo-

phrastus which Martin refers to.

25.

It is notable that Plato uses six of
the primary scalenes to compose his equi-
lateral triangle when he could have done
it equally well with two. The reason is
probably this: the sides of the primary
triangles mark the lines along which the
equilaterals are broken up in case of dis-
solution. Now had Plato formed his equi-

54 E.

Martin.

De 1 on doit conclure que de méme le
triangle equilatéral ABC peut étre con-
8idéré comme composé de deux triangles
rectangles scaldnes, par exemple AEB et
AEC, semblables aux six dont il vient
d’étre question et jouissant par conséquent
des trois mémes propriétés. Mais c’est &
la division en six triangles que Platon

! The references in Bquare brackets are given ty Martin as foot-notes.
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lateral of two scalenes only, it would have
been left in doubt whether the triangle
ABC would be broken up along the line
AD, or along BE, or CF. But if they are
composed of six, the lines along which dis-
solution takes place is positively deter-
mined; since there is only one way in
which six can be joined so as to form one
equilateral. .. . Also by taking one-sixth
of the equilateral, instead of one-half, we
get the smallest element possible for our
primal base,

s'arréte, parcequ’elle ne peut s'opérer que
d’une seule manidre, tandis qu’il y a trois
manidres d'opérer la division en deux
triangles.

Et parcequ’il veut arriver aux éléments
les plus simples.

(D, E, F are feet of perpendiculars from vertices on sides.)
The point to notice here is that Martin’s view is peculiar. The

obvious reason why Plato divides the equilateral triangle into six of
the right-angled triangles instead of two, is that the former division
is symmetrical and the latter is not. Martin misses this simple
explanation, and gives rather a cumbrous one, and this is reproduced
by the editor.

28. 36 C, ravryw odv ™y {loracw wacay SumAijy katd pijkos oxioas
uéony mpds péany éxarépav dAAfAais olov X1 mpoaBaroy karékapyev, els
& kOxAg §uvdyas alrals Te kal dAAfAais & TG kaTavTikpd Tijs mpooPoAis

K.TA.

‘We are to conceive the soul, after having
been duly blended and having received
her mathematical ratios as extended like
a horizontal band : then the creator cleaves
it lengthwise, and lays the two strips
across each other in the shape of the letter
X (i. e. at an acute angle) and so that the
two centres coincide: next he bends them
both round till the ends meet, so that each
becomes a circle touching the other at a
point in their circumferences opposite to
the original point of contact. Thus we
have two circles bisecting each other
and inclined at an acute angle. The
obliquity of the inclination is insisted on,
because, as we shall presently see, the two
eircles represent respectively (amongst
other things) the equator and the ecliptic.

Martin.

Platon ajoute que les parties de I'dme
du monde ayant été disposées en une longue
bande, Dieu, I'artisan supréme, & Snum-
obipyos, coupa cette bande en deux suivant
1a longueur, et croisa les deux parties I'une
sur I'autre en la forme d’un X, c’est & dire
non 3 angle droit, et qu’ensuite il les
courba toutes deux en cercle, unissant les
extrémités, et appliquant celles de l'une
sur celles de I'autre au point opposé & la
premidre intersection des deux bandes, c’est
% dire qu'il leur donna la forme de deux
grands cercles d’une sphdre se coupant en
deux points opposés, mais non perpendicu-
laires I'un sur I'autre, Tels sont I'équa-
teur et I’écliptique.

It may be argued fairly in such cases as this one that a certain amount
of coincidence is only natural. But then there is so much of this
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kind of thing, and the English is nearly a translation of the French.
The coincidence about the acute angle is not unimportant. So far
from the obliquity being ¢ insisted on,” there is not a word about it in
the text here. Though of course Plato’s circles are obliquely inclined
(cf. 39 A, three pages further on), it does not follow that he compared
the X for anything more than the crossing of the lines, especially as the
angle between them does not seem to have always been oblique. In
the older uncial (to judge from Gardthausen) the angle is as nearly as
possible a right angle. Martin may have got his view from Proclus,
to whom he here refers.

The following is given merely as an amusing variant of a note of
Martin’s.

60 D, 75 utv éralov kal yijs kabaprixdy yévos Alrpov.

Martin.

M. Lindau entend que le nitre purifie Lindau, imputing to Plato, ¢ brevitatem
T'huile et la terre, en formant, par sa com- prope similem Thucydidis,’ somehow ex-
binaison avec la premidre,le savon, qui tracts from the words the manufacture of
sert & nettoyer, et par sa combinaison avec soap and of glass: but such more than
la seconde, le verre, corps pur et brillant. Pythian tenebricosity of diction, I think,
Mais cette explication me semble forcée. even Thucydides would shrink from.

27. There is a certain difficulty about the composition of corpuscles
from the elementary triangles, which Martin notices, and of which he
offers a solution. On the passage 57 C, in which it is said that the
elementary triangles differ in size, Martin says :—

¢ Pour concilier ce passage avec celui ol il a été dit que les éléments de la pyramide,
de I'octaddre et de I'icosaddre étant les mémes, celui de ces trois corps qui a le plus d’é1¢-
ments est nécessairement le plus grand, il suffit de supposer que les grandeurs des éléments
ne peuvent varier que dans certaines limites, de sorte qu'aucune pyramide ne soit plus
grande qu’un octaddre et qu’aucun octatdre ne soit plus grand qu’un icosaddre.

The corresponding note of the editor is as follows :—¢ It is obvious
that the variations in the size of the triangles must be confined within
definite limits, for the largest pyramid is always smaller than the
smallest octahedron, and the largest octahedron than the smallest
icosahedron.’

(1) It is clear that Martin should have had the credit of noticing
the difficulty, and, if his solution is adopted, of solving it. Zeller, in
mentioning it, does not omit to couple Martin’s name with it. '

(2) The editor has spoiled Martin’s note, which he has obviously
reproduced, for that is accurate, and shews how the difficulty really
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arises—* les éléments . . . éfant les mémes, celui de ces trois corps qui
a le plus d’éléments est nécessairement le plus grand ’—the editor’s
note does not. '

(3) The omission is serious, for the statement omitted (éfant les
mémes) shews that the solution has not the ¢obvious’ character the
editor would give to it.

The elementary atom of fire, the pyramid, is not merely said by Plato
to be least of all, but is said to be éAagpdrarov, because it is ¢£ S\iylorwr
&vveords TG v adTGv pepd v, which presupposes the size of the elemental
triangles not to vary. And this shews that Martin can hardly be right.
The more natural account is that we have here merely one of those
inconsistencies in detail, overlooked by Plato, which are to be found in
the Timaeus. There are more serious ones than these, which the editor
himself is obliged to give up.

28. But the most remarkable reproduction of a special view (and
a mistaken one) of Martin’s is found in the note on 41 D.

We have already seen a piece of unfairness and -carelessness
in the editor’s criticism of Stallbaum, which, it might be thought,
could scarcely be paralleled. The editor proposed as against Stall-
baum an emendation which Stallbaum himself proposes, though with
reserve : he accuses Stallbaum of ‘not understanding the construction,’
which Stallbaum himself gives. But there is a parallel here quite as
surprising in a criticism of Martin, and one which shews clearly that
the opinion expressed in the former case that the editor probably learned
originally from Stallbaum the view he maintains against him, and
afterwards forgot the obligation, was by no means groundless.

In Timaeus 41 D the Creator is represented as dividing the sub-
stance compounded to make souls from into as many souls as there
. are stars. These souls are sent to the stars (each of which has already
a soul of its own) to learn the laws of the Universe. Afterwards they
are sown in the earth and planets, there to be born as men. One
would suppose the reader of Plato’s text would take these souls sent
to the stars to be identical with the individual souls born afterwards
with human bodies; and so Zeller understands it. But Martin has
a peculiar theory, shared by the editor, that the souls sent to the stars
are not the individual souls, but large portions of soul substance, so to
speak, out of which, when sown in the earth and planets, are formed
the greater multiplicity of human souls. This view is repeated point
for point by the editor.

D2
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What the Spuovpyds did I conceive to
be this. Having completed the admixture
of soul he divided the whole into portions,
assigning one portion to each star.

These portions, be it understood, are not
particular souls nor aggregates of particular
souls : they are divisions of the whole
quantity of soul, which is not as yet differ-
entiated into particular souls.

It is hardly necessary to observe that

Martin IL p. 151.

11 faut bien se garder de confondre ces
&mes dont une & été confiée & chacune
des plandtes . . . soit avec les ames des
hommes et des animaux, formées en grand
nombre de diverses parties de ces grandes
fmes. . . .

. . . soit avec les 4mes de ces astres,

these yuxal lodpifuor Tois dorpois are quite
distinct from the souls of the stars them-
selves.

Next the Snmovpyds explains to these
still undifferentiated souls the laws of
nature.

C’est & ces grandes 4mes confiées aux
astres, c’est & ces vastes dépots de sub-
stance incorporelle et intelligente, que
Dieu révdle ses desseins.

Martin’s idea of the relation of these larger souls (‘ divisions of the
whole quantity of the soul not differentiated,” &c.—* ces vastes dépdts
de substance incorporelle,” &c.) to the particular souls is the same as
the editor’s, viz. that the latter are contained potentially in the former.
Besides what has been quoted compare the following :—* Cependant,
aprés cet exposé des décrets divins, pour dire que Dieu sema ces dmes
dans les astres, Platon se sert du masculin : c’est que dans chacune d’elles
il considére déjd par avance les hommes qui devaient em étre formds’
But to our astonishment a little later in his note above quoted, the
editor adds the following (the italics are not in the original) :—

Martin’s interpretation appears to me wkolly unplatonic, indeed unintelligible. He
regards the yvxal lodpifuot as distinct from the soul that was afterwards to inform mortal
bodies. ¢C’est & ces grandes i&mes confiées aux astres, c’est & ces vastes dépdts de

substance incorporelle et intelligente, que Dieu révdle ses desseins.” This he himself
most justly terms an ¢ étrange doctrine,” and certainly it is not Plato’s,

Certainly the doctrine is not Plato’s, but certainly it is the doctrine
which the editor supposes to be Plato’s. Thus the view which he
himself maintains he rejects decisively when presented as Martin’s.
This is even worse than the former instance in the editor’s attack on
Stallbaum, and it may be doubted whether even in the editor’s own
writings anything more extraordinary can be found.

The comparison of the notes which are above put side by side leads
inevitably to the conclusion that not only does the editor agree on the
essential point (for there is a difference, of which, however, the editor is
entirely unconscious) with Martin, but that his note is a reproduction
of Martin’s. If this is so, we can only offer the same explanation as in
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the other instance, that the editor in any case forgot where his own view
came from, and either had not looked at Martin’s note at all for some
time when he printed, or else, if he looked at it again, misread it some-
how, perhaps from that attitude towards other commentators which has
been remarked before!l. His quotation of a bit of Martin’s note is
hard to explain on any hypothesis; but a rather startling instance of
misrepresentation of what the editor had before his eyes will be given
later 2.

But there remains a very amusing, and, to a certain extent, con-
firmatory circumstance. Martin’s view, which at first looks so odd, is
but the necessary result of a mere mistake of interpretation made by
Martin which the editor has not detected.

Martin apparently did not observe that the stars to which the souls
were first to be sent were the fixed stars: he thinks they are the
planets. Consequently for him 76 #av dieihe Yuxas loaplfuovs Tois
dorpois would mean that the whole substance of soul was divided into
as many souls as there are planets, and as the number of these is only
seven (or at most eight, if for this purpose the earth is added), whereas
the souls which are to spring from them are so numerous, nothing
remains but to suppose that each of the original souls gives birth
to a large number.

But while it is thus in a way reasonable for Martin to hold this view,
it is quite unreasonable for the editor, since he does not make the mis-
take® on which it depends. This confirms the suspicion derived from
other evidence that it was first suggested to him by Martin’s note.

The reason why the editor did not see Martin’s original mistake is
no doubt that he did not see that in the words ¢ C’est & ces grandes 4mes
confiées aux astres, &c.,” Martin means by astres’ the planets, as is
proved by the context. Just so he failed to remark that Stallbaum
used ‘astra’ for planets, and, as we have seen, cntlclsed him wrongly
in consequence.

29. But attention must be directed to another kind of use of
Martin’s notes. There are, especially in the latter part of the book,
a considerable number of learned notes with quotations from Aristotle,
Theophrastus, Hippocrates, Galen, &c., without acknowledgment to

1 Par. 15, fin.

3 Par. jo.

* He rightly distinguishes the two stages, (1) the distribution of the souls among the
fixed stars to learn the laws of the universe, (3) the sowing of them in the planets.



[ 54 1]

anyone. They are largely made up of the abundant learning in
Martin’s Commentary. This is not perhaps obvious on a mere cur-
sory inspection, because Martin as a rule gives the sense of the
passages without the Greek, and puts the references in footnotes,
while the editor often writes out the Greek, and generally changes the
form of the reference. The latter procedure is right enough, for
though it is still usual to quote Hippocrates by the pages of Foésius
as Martin does, it is perhaps more convenient to refer to the pages of
Kiihn, The same holds of the substitution of Kiihn’s pages for those
of the Basle edition in Galen. The changes are easy to make, for
Kiihn gives the other forms of reference in his edition. The follow-
ing instance of confusion seems to betray the source of his quotations,
In a note by the editor on 70 A there is a reference to Galen, De
Plac. [i.e. De Plac. Hippocr. et Plat.] II. 292. The full reference
would be Bk. ITI. Kiithn V. p. 292, which might, according to a method
of the editor’s, be abbreviated, ITI. 292. But II. has been substituted
for III. Now Martin in his note refers to ¢ Galien, Des op. d’Hippocr.
et de Plat, Liv. 2,t. 1, p. 265, 1. 28 et suiv.,” a context which contains
what the editor refers to. This is according to the volume and page
of the Basle edition, but Martin has by mistake written Liv. 2 instead
of Liv. 3, and the mistake in the editor’s reference is exactly similar.

The changes prove that the editor has been industrious in looking
out the passages for himself, of which there is enough evidence other-
wise. But it will be clear that the labour of producing learned notes
has been wonderfully shortened : and it is only reasonable that those
who did the original work should have the credit of it. For anything
the editor says, the reader would suppose that he is giving his own,
and the impression is not weakened by the interpolation of remarks on
the authors or passages quoted, the value of which will be presently
illustrated. -

A few typical instances of different kinds will suffice. It will be
understood, as before, that only those reproductions of Martin are given
in which there is no acknowledgment.

30. Martin.

70 A. IL 297, n. 6.

Sudppaypa] The word, which has since Cette expression d'abord métaphorique,
become specially appropriated to the mid-  devint plus tard technique. V. Platon Timée
riff, is used in a general sense by Plato for  7o0a et 84 d; Aristote, Des part. des Anim.
a fence or partition [i.e. in this passage]: III 10, p.673,c0l.2,1.20. .. Ce qu’Aristote
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Aristotle applies it to the cartilaginous wall
dividing the nostrils, Zistoria animalium
1. xi. 492°. 16,

The midriff he often calls 3id{wpua.

Mart'n.

appe]le Sudgppaypa, c'est la cloison du nez.
V. Hist. des Anim. 1. 11 (9), p. 493, col. 3,
1. 16, Bekker.

II. 297, n. 5.
diaphragme. . . 8iafwpa). V... Aristote
Des part. des Amm III. 10, p. 67:, col. 2;
TIL. 14,p. 674, col. 1, 1. 9; Hist. des Anim.
L 17 (14), p. 496, col. 2.

65 C.

& 7ois mpbolev dweAimopev] The refer-
ence would seem to be to the enumera-
tion of xvuof in 60 A. Plato’s statement
is quoted by Theophrastos de causis plant-
arum VI. is,: to the list of xvuol given by
Plato in the present psassage he adds
Auwapds,

Further on he gives the views of De-
mokritos, who referred differences of taste
to differences in the shape of the atoms:
cf. de sensu §§ 65-69°.

¢ Opinions not dissimilar to Plato’s are
ascribed to Alkmaion, and to Diogenes of
Apollonia, by pseudo-Plutarch de placitis
philosophorum IV. 184,

¢ Cette explication des saveurs parait,
suivant la remarque de M. Cousin, avoir
été empruntée en partie & Alcméon, & Dio-
gene d’Apollonie et & Démocrite.

Footnote.
V. Théophraste, De causss plant. VI.
1*: De la sens., § 65-67 et 89V, et le traité
Des op. des philos. IV. 184,

Here (65 C) the editor gets all the material out of the sources given
him by Martin, which he has studied for himself.

81. The next is a typical instance of the way in which the notes are

often put together.

70 C, Plato says that the lungs receive drink as well as breath—d
Te myedpa xal 10 wopa dexouévn—on which there is the following

note :—

In this curious error Plato is at one with
all, or nearly all, the best medical science
of his day. Plutarch,de Stoicorum repug-
nantiis XXIX, says: HAdrav udv éxe Tav
laTpdv Tods tvdofordrovs paprvpotvras ‘In-
woxphryy, Bikioriova, Abfirnoy Tov ‘Immo-
xpateiov xal T&v mordv Ebpinidny, ’AA-
xaiov Edwohw 'Eparocfévny, Aéyovras 3n
70 wordv 8id Tob mvedpovos Siéfeiot.

It is remarkable that Galen also held
this view : cf. de plac. Hipp. et Plat. VIII.
719 GAAQ €l kal {Fov, & Tt &y E0eAfops Subdj-
oa woufigess, ds kexpwapévov Gdwp imopeivar

Martin. .

Plutarque [Des Contradictions des Stoi-
ciens, c. 29] voulant la défendre contre
Erasistrate et Chrysippe, invoque, outre
I'autorité des podtes, celle d’Hippocrate et
des médecins Dioxippe et Philistion de
Locres, dont I'opinion, &o.

Galien lui-méme [Des op. d’Hippoer.
et de Plat. liv. 8, fin t. 1, p. 329, ). 36
et suiv.] dit que si I'on fait avaler & un
animal un liquide coloré d’azur ou de
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meiv, el Soins elre xvavd xpbpari xphoas
elre pirre, elra edbéws opbfas dvarépors,
edphoeis xexpauopévoy 1oy mvedpova.  SijAov
obv torlv 8 péperal 11 TOV Woparos els
adTéy.

Galen’s observation is, I believe, correct,
though his inference is not so.

Aristotle, on the contrary, was aware
that no fluid passes down the windpipe to
the lungs : see historia animalium, I. xvi.
495P. 16 5§ pdv odv dprnpia TovTov Exet TOV
Tpémov, xal Séxerar pbvov Td mveipa xal
dpihow, dAro 8 oifev odire ¢npdv obf’ dypov,

1) mévov, mapéxe: éws &v ExPhty 7O KaTeAOY.

See too de partibus animalium, III, iii.
664°. 9, where he gives divers demonstra-
tions that the hypothesis is untenable.

It is also denied by the writer of Book
IV of the Hippokratean treatise de mor-
bis, vol. IL pp. 373, 374, Kiihn; but
affirmed by the author of de ossium na-
tura, a work of uncertain date, vol. I.
P- 515, Kiihn.

Galen, de plac. VIII. 715, points out
that Plato conceives only a part of the fluid
to pass down the trachea: otx d6pbov obbe
3id péons 7ijs ebpuxwpias Tob dpydvov pepd-
pevov, GAAQ wepl TOV XiT@va adTob Spogoeidis
xarappéov,

Martin.
minium, et qu'on I'ouvre immédiatement
aprds, on voit le poumon coloré, et il en
conclut qu'wne partie du liquide se rend
directement dans le poumon.

Cette erreur, parfaitement réfutée par
Aristote [Hist.des Anim. I.16 (13),p- 495"
1. 14-19 des parties des animaux IIL 3,
p- 654 (should be 664) col. 3. 1. 9-19,

et par l'auteur, probablement antérieur
[Littré, (Buvres d’Hipp. t. 1, Int. 373-379]
du traité hippocratique Des Maladies [Sect.
5, p- 513-514 Foés], avait cependant été
reproduite par I'auteur plus récent [Littré,
Euvres d'Hipp. Int. p. 382] du traité Du
Ceur auquel sans doute Galien I'a em-
pruntée.
Daremberg Frag. d. Com. d. Gal. p. 48.
Il parait d’aprés d’autres passages du
Timée, que suivant Platon ce n’était pas
toute la boisson, mais seulement une partie
qui se rendait dans le poumon. Galien (de
Dogm. Hippocr. Pl. VIIL 9, t. V. p. 714)
dit, &e.

This note is obviously, with some slight exceptions to be noticed
presently, made out of Martin’s—who for his part acknowledges his
obligations to others. It is evident that the passages referred to by
Martin have been read in the original, except perhaps, as will appear,
that from the De Corde.

One remark and two passages are not in Martin.

The remark, ¢ Galen’s observation is, I believe, correct,” is charac-
teristic. In a scientific matter the mere expression of personal belief
without grounds is hardly valuable.

Probably the inspiration is not far to seek. There is in Darem-
berg’s edition of Galen on the Timaeus a note which the editor, to
judge by the end of his note, seems to have had before him!. In this
Daremberg says—

! Another use of this Commentary will be pointed out later in Section 5. .
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¢Je dois dire cependant, b la défense des anciens, que cette erreur a pour origine, ou du
moins pour confirmation, une expérience physiologique, qui devait certainement conduire
& quelque fausse interprétation des physiologistes qui n’avaient aucune idée de la circula-
tion; cette expérience, signalée pour la premidre fois par le traité de Corde, reproduite
depuis par Galien comme un argument péremptoire, consistait & faire boire & un animal
un liquide coloré et & louvrir immédiatement aprds; on trouvait alors la trachée et
les bronches toutes de la méme couleur.’

A Dbiologist would have told the editor that what Galen describes
(¢ Galen’s observation ’) is impossible. Now, as Martin says, Galen’s
remark probably originated somehow from the De Corde. But the
experiment described there (Kiihn I. 485) is a reality. It is not said
there that the Jungs will be found coloured if the animal is dissected,
but that if the animal’s throat is cut while it is drinking the ¢rackea
(Aawuds here) will be found to be coloured. In fact, a little fluid gets
into it : and I am told that this would be especially the case in a pig,
the animal mentioned in the De Corde. Galen, then, has somehow
altered the true account.

It is clear also that Daremberg’s remarks refer properly to the De
Corde, and that he inaccurately speaks as if Galen had merely repeated
what is there described. This is probably the origin of the editor’s
mistake.

Of the two passages not in Martin’s note, one is in the note of
Daremberg just mentioned.

The other (De Oss. Nat.) replaces rather unluckily, as has been seen,
Martin’s reference to the De Corde. The De Oss. Nat. is associated
with the De Corde in the part of Littré to which Martin refers in a
footnote. However the editor came by his citation, it cannot evidence
much knowledge of the subject, for it is accompanied by one of those
unfortunate remarks which are the snare of those who make up notes
of the kind. The editor may have seen in the part of Littré just
referred to that several treatises, including a part—the significance of
this will appear in a moment—of the De Oss. Nat. were not earlier
than Aristotle, or he may have seen that the De Oss. Nat. is not
included in the list of treatises that have any claim to genuineness,
and thought it safe to speak of ¢the author of de ossium natura, a
work of uncertain date” But the De Oss. Nat. cannot be said to
have an ¢ author,’ or a ¢ date,” or even to be a ¢ work.’

It has been established beyond controversy (vid. Littré) that it is a
collection of extracts made from different books upon the veins—so
that the collection has not even the right title—by some unknown
hand. This is not a doubtful matter like, for instance, a theory of the
composition of the Homeric poems: the evidence is complete. For
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instance, Aristotle himself quotes the second and third of the five
extracts which compose the De Oss. Nat., and tells us the names of
their authors (Hist. An. 511® 24, 512° 13). The one he assigns to
Syennesis the Cyprian, and the other to Polybus. This is of course
absolute demonstration. The latter comes indeed from the treatise
mepl Pvoios avfpdmov, where it will be found (Kithn I 364). The
fourth extract is from Hippocrates Epidemics, bk. II. The fifth
extract is referred to by Galen as belonging to an Appendix to the
treatise called poxAiwkds (ra mpookelpeva 1@ poxAik@). The authorship
of the first extract is unknown to Littré.
‘What the editor happens to quote is from the fifth extract.

82. If anything can heighten the effect of the editor’s mistakes, it
is generally his own defence of them.

After quoting, with an unimportant omission, the criticism upon
himself in the ¢ Classical Review ’ ending with this passage :—

Now the De Oss. Nat. cannot be said* to have an author or a date. It is established that
it consists of five extracts from different books, some at least by different authors, on the
subject of the veins (not the bones) collected by some unknown hand. Two of them are
quoted by Aristotle himself, who gives their authors.

he replies :—

I am sorry to make so long a quotation, but less would hardly serve. The passage I
have omitted from the above is simply the citation from my note. In this the reader
will doubtless expect to find, first, that the de ossium natura is assigned to some de-
finite author of a definite period subsequent to Aristotle; secondly (thanks to the
adroit parenthetical innuendo) that it is said to be concerned with the bones. What he
actually will find is this: ‘It [Plato’s theory of fluid passing through the lungs] is
denied by the writer of book IV. of the Hippokratean treatise de morbis, vol. II.
PP- 373, 374, Kihn : but affirmed by the author of de osstum matura, a work of un-
certain date, vol. I. p. 515, Kiihn." And this is all. Now, assuming the correctness
of all Mr. Wilson says, are we expected, in a passing mention of a treatise (or com-
pilation) of the most uncertain character, to interpolate an irrelevant disquisition
upon its structure and origin? And are we forbidden to describe the Nicomackean
Ethics, for example, as a ‘work’?

This shews that the editor did not even understand the nature of his
mistake when it was pointed out to him. Of course ¢ the reader would
not expect to find’ from my criticism what the editor says he would
expect, but the sort of thing which the editor says he really would
find. The unluckiness of the reference to the ¢ Nicomachean Ethics’
is obvious. But the most amusing thing is the question, ¢ Are we ex-

! The editor has omitted by mistake the words ‘to be a * work,” or’.
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pected, in a passing mention of a treatise (or a compilation) of the
most uncertain [!] character, to interpolate an irrelevant disquisition
upon its structure and origin?’ It is precisely because the editor
quite unnecessarily ¢ interpolated’ a remark on the date and ‘the author’
that he got into trouble.

As T have elsewhere pointed out, his mistake is like that of a foreigner
who reading Wordsworth’s ode in a selection, should say that the im-
mortality of the soul ¢ is affirmed by the author of ’ the Golden Treasury
of Lyric Verse ¢ a work of uncertain date.’

The editor prefaces the part of his reply just examined with the words
¢ A perhaps yet more instructive example of Mr. Wilson’s style is this.’

383. Here may be added an instance of a composite note where the
obligation is mainly to Zeller.

58 A, 7) 100 mavrds mweplodos, émedy) ovumepiélaBe Ta yévy KxvkAore-
piis oboa xal wpds avriy weduxvia BovAecbar furiévar, adlyyel mdvra kal
xevi xdpav ovdeplay &g Aelmeobar. 6 37 wip pév els dmavra SieAfAvle
pd\ioTa, dip 8 devrepov, bs AewrdrnTe devrepov EPu, kal T@AAa TadTy” T
yap éx peyloTwy pepdy yeyovdra peylorny kevéryra &v i fvordoe mapa-
Aéhoume, Ta 8¢ auikpdrara éhaxioTny.

1.

peyloryy xevéryra) This expression shews
plainly enough that Plato was well aware
of the fact which Aristotle urges as a flaw
in his theory, namely that it is impossible
for all his figures to fill up space with entire
continuity. Inthe structure of air and water
there must be minute interstices of void ;

2.

there must also be a certain amount of void
for the reason that, the universe being
a sphere it is impossible for rectilinear
figures exactly to fill it up.

3.
Baut, it is to be observed, Plato’s theory
does not demand that void shall be abso-
lutely excluded from his system, but only
that there shall be no vacant space large

Zeller, Phil. d. Gr. IL. i. 679.
. . . . Fiir Plato ergiebt sich freilich aus
dieser Behauptung eine doppelte Schwierig-
keit. Fiir's erste namlich fiillen seine vier
Elementarkorper keinen Raum so voll-
stindig aus, dass keine Zwischenriume
entstehen (ARisT. de Coelo III 8. Anf.),

auch abgesehen davon, daas sich iiberhaupt
keine Kugel durch geradlinige Figuren aus-
fillen ldsst; und sodann miisste bei der
Auflosung eines Elementarkorpers in seine
Dreiecke jedesmal ein leerer Raum ent-
stehen, da zwischen diesen nichts war
(MARTIN, II. 255f.)

Plato muss diese Schwierigkeiten entweder
unbeachtet gelassen haben, was in Betreff
der ersten freilich bei einem solchen Mathe-
matiker auffallend wiire,

oder er will den leeren Raum nicht schlecht-
hin liugnen, sondern nur behaupten, dass
kein Raum leer bliebe, der tiberhaupt von
einem Korper eingenommen werden kann,
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enough to contain the smallest existing
corpuscle of matter.

4
The larger corpuscles have larger inter-
stices between them than the smaller. So
long however as these interstices are not
large enough to afford entrance to the
smallest particle of any element, the effect
.is the same as of a solid nass without any
cavities; but when once they are large
enough to contain any particle wfAnas in-
stantly forces one into the vacancy.

5

This is all Plato means by seviy xdpav
obdeplav &G Aeiweobas; he denies void as a
mechanical principle, but not its existence
altogether in the nature of things.

6.
Beside the atomists, the existence of void
was affirmed by the Pythagoreans; see
above, 33 C, and Aristotle, physica IV. vi.
213% 22: it was denied by the Eleatics, by
Empedokles, by Anaxagoras, and by Aris-
totle : see physica IV. vii,

Martin, II. 255.

Les Pythagoriciens et les Atomistes [v.
Arist. Phys. IV. 6. &c.] avaient admis
Pexistence du vide; Empédocle et Anaxa-
gore I'avaient niée . . . . Aristote lui-méme
nie le vide encore plus fortement que Platon
[Phys. IV. 6-9].

Zeller, 1. c.
Schon Empedokles und Anaxagoras hat-
ten nach dem Vorgang der Eleaten den
leeren Raum geliugnet.

Martin’s note here is very like Zeller’s, but the point reproduced in
the second of the paragraphs into which the editor’s note is divided
above, does not seem to be in Martin.

The correspondence of thought and language in the notes which are
put side by side tells its own story. But there is one point which may
be specially noticed. The expression ¢geradlinige Figuren’ is pecu-
liarly appropriate in Zeller, because, as his next sentence shows, he
supposes the elementary atoms may be resolved into their elementary
triangles. The editor, however, who has gone quite wrong on this
subject, and treats Aristotle with contempt for taking a view which is
clearly right, denies that triangles can be elements and only admits
resolution into solid bodies. For him then the expression rectilinear
figure’ is neither appropriate nor natural.

The fourth paragraph is merely an interpretation of the text on
Zeller’s principle. '

The fifth seems to be quite de suo. What can be meant by the
dark saying that ¢Plato denies void as a mechanical principle, but
not its existence altogether in the nature of things’?
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The sixth is nearly a translation of Martin, adding ¢ the Eleatics’
which is given in Zeller.

The editor’s compilation, as is usual, is inferior to Martin’s note on
the scientific point, but this may be left to the discussion of his scien-
tific notes in general.

§ 4.—ACQUAINTANCE WITH ANCIENT AUTHORS QUOTED.

34. Instances of the foregoing kind might be greatly multiplied,
as any reader will discover who will take trouble enough : but it is
more important here to shew how the impression they inevitably make is
confirmed by the nature of the editor’s acquaintance with the books he
quotes, outside the parts which happen to be quoted by his predecessors.

We have already had an illustration in the case of the medical
writers whom he so often quotes after his predecessors.

As to Galen’s writings, there is one use at least which the edltor
should have made of them if he had worked at them on his own
account. The treatise De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, quoted
sometimes by the editor (after his authorities), contains, as its title
might suggest, a considerable number of quotations from Plato’s
dialogues, including the Timaeus. These should be read to see if they
throw any light on the readings in the text. It must be doubted
whether the editor has done this. In two places (58 C, 83 B) he says
that Galen confirms the text, but gives no reference. In the second of
these the information is supplied by Martin, who also gives no reference,
and in the first by Stallbaum, whose reference agrees with none of the
three usual methods, and is really to the Aldine folio. On the other
hand, in 70 A mjy 3¢ &} kapdlav dupa T6v PAeBdy x.7.A. there is a
question about the reading, for which two passages of the De Plac.
Hipp. et Plat. ought to be cited, for Galen quotes it twice, and both
passages in Kiihn’s! text have a variant on &upa, bk. III, Kiihn V.
292 v 8¢ kapdlav dpa TGV PAeBéY xal mnyny Tod wepipepopévov K.T.\. :
bk. VI, V. 581 rjv ¢ 31 kapdlav dua 76v pAeBdy mnynv xal Tob Tepipepo-
pévov x A, In the latter the position of xal is of course interesting.

The editor refers to the first place in Galen (bk. III.}—* Galen quotes
this passage ’—and has evidently looked at it. The passage is in a

1 Lindau indeed says, ¢ Ty 5 xapdiav Gupa 7&v PpAeBav kal miypw. Sic Galenus cum
optimis codd. pro vulgate dua.’ But according to Miiller no MS. of Galen reads duua,
and no edition. I do not know what authority Kithn had for the position of xaf in the
second passage. The Aldine has Gua in both places and «al before myyiv.
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context of Galen referred to by Martin here, not however with a view
to the reading. The editor says nothing of its bearing on the reading.
He does not refer to the other and more interesting passage in Galen
(bk. VL) at all.

Further, the editor writes ¢ Stallbaum’s dpxyv dua is comparatively
feeble. It is truethat Aristotle de juventute iii. 468° 31 has % 3¢ kapdia
8 &oriv apxn Tév PpAeBdy :’ [quoted by Martin in a previous note]
¢ but that is no evidence that Plato wrote dpxnwr here.” The criticism
of Stallbaum is trivial ; the reading would be very apt, and is found in
three inferior MSS.? (in two apparently a correction), and it is therefore
very important to quote a passage from the same book of Galen, where
he refers to this passage of the Timaeus, and connects with it state-
ments about the heart being d&px} r@v ¢AeBér. Kihn V. 573 és
éopdAnaar ol kal Ty kapdlav dpx Ny elmdvres elvar TGV PAeBdy émdédeik-
tai.  elmep ydp alpards Twos ebbvs diimov kal PpAeBbY évduioar, domep ui)
xal T@v aprnpidy éxovady alua Aemrouepéoraror xal OepudraTov. s odv
&pTnpidy, olirws kai Tod wrevparddovs Te kal Tod (éovros aluaros &px 1 T€ xal
wnyn Tois (Pois &oriv 7 kapdla, xal 8id Todro xal 70 Oupoeides évdelxvvrar
tiis Yuxis év adm kargxfiodas (as here in the Timaeus). radr’ &pa xal
6 T\drov Ty xapdlay E\eyev mnyny 10 wepidpepopévov xara mdvra wély
o¢podpds aluaros od Tadrov ydp dotw %) Wy alparos 4mABs elmeiv )
mpocletvar Tod wepipepopévov opodpds «.7.A\. which certainly seems to
indicate that Galen did not read dpxnv dua Tév pAeBdv : for he seems
really trying to shew that it does not follow that because Plato said
the heart was my1) of one kind of blood that it was therefore dpxn rév
¢AeBdv. Now on the one hand the editor omits all reference td this
important passage in his note, on the other hand, in his next note he
does quote a part of it on account of the doctrine contained in it : but
it never occurs to him to use it as evidence of the reading. The fact
is, that in this next note he is merely repeating (without acknowledg-
ment) something which Martin says on Galen’s misunderstanding of
Plato’s doctrine : and Martin says nothing about the reading in con-
nection with it. This is significant enough.

85. But illustrations may now be given which relate to books better
known and more in the ordi course.

An editor of the Timaeus ought to have a fair acquaintance with cer-
tain treatises of Aristotle, especially the De Anima and the De Sensu,
and the Parva Naturalia generally: and he ought to know the frag-

! The editor says nothing of this, but mentions dpx)v dua in his app. crit. merely
as Stallbaum’s reading.
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ment De Sensibus, by Theophrastus, which is of no great length. These
are often quoted by Martin and Stallbaum and (after them) by the editor.
Of the nature of his knowledge of Theophrastus we have given evi-
dence relative to an attack on Stallbaum. Another indication is to be
found in his note on 67 B ¢pwriy Oéuer Ty 8.’ drwy U7’ dépos éyxe-
@dAov e kal alparos wéxpt Yuxijs wAnynw diadidouérny, where the editor
governs the genitives éyxepdrov and aluaros by mAnyiy not by dud.
‘Whether this construction is right or not, he gives an unsound reason
for it. But apparently the editor is unaware that it is confirmed by
Theophrastus in two different passages, one near the beginning of the
De Sensibus, and one near the end. In § 6 and § 85 Plato’s definition of
sound is given as wAnyyw o7’ &épos éyxepdhov kal alparos 8’ drwv péxp
Yuxiis (without diadidouérny).

This, by the way, also illustrates the editor’s acquaintance with
Pseudo-Plutarch de Placitis Philosophorum, quoted often enough by
him, after his predecessors. In this treatise, IV. 19, Plato’s definition
is repeated in such a way as to shew that the writer supposed éyxepd-
Aov kal afparos governed by dud—mAnyqy 37" dépos 8’ drwy xal éyxe-
@dAov kail aluaros péxpt Yuyiis dtadidopuévny—the same reading is found
in Stobaeus’ excerpt from the Placita (or the source of the Placita). If
the editor had read Theophrastus de Sensibus and the Placita on his own
account, he could hardly have passed this over. He quotes the latter
treatise on 82 A after Martin (without acknowledgment as usual),
but instead of giving the reference as he found it in Martin (Plut. de
Plac. V. 30) he prefers to quote the part of Stobaeus in which it is also
found (¢ Stobaeus florilegium 100 . . . and again 101°). The form of
the quotation would hardly be natural to a reader of Stobaeus. ‘100’
should be 100,25 (i. e. tit. 100, lemm. 25), and ¢ 101’ should be 101, 2.
The 100th title contains about 7 octavo pages (Gaisford), and contains
28 lemmas, of which the one quoted is the 25th ; title 101 contains 16
pages and 30 lemmas. Diels prints the excerpt from Stobaeus
parallel with the text of the Placita, and the headline of his page has
simply ¢ Flor. t. 101,.100” ; but of course the accurate reference is given
below in the Apparatus Criticus, where the editor might have found it.

86. The editor’s statements about the authors whom he quotes are
not trustworthy, even in matters of no great difficulty, as illustrated
by the note upon the same treatise of Theophrastus.

On the doctrine expressed in 57 A that like cannot affect like he
says, ‘ This view was universally held with the sole exception of
Demokritos: cf. Arist. de Gen. et Corr. I. vii.” After quoting this
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passage at some length, he adds ¢ Theophrastos however considers that
the view of Demokritos is uncertain; see de semsu § 49.” (The
passages quoted from Aristotle and Theophrastus are the two which
Zeller gives in his note on this same subject.) It will be found that
Theophrastus does not thus differ from Aristotle, and that he does not
say that Democritus’ view was uncertain on the question of action ; on
the contrary, he represents Democritus as committed to the opinion
that only like can act on like, and uses almost exactly the same words
as Aristotle, édvvaror 3¢, ¢nol, & uy Tadra wdoxew, dAAa kdv Eepa
dvra woufj ol 7} Erepa &AN’ j Tadrdy T dmdpxer (cf. Arist. 323, 12-14).
Theophrastus does express uncertainty upon a different matter, viz.
whether in the theory of Democritus sense-perception took place
through a relation of opposites or similars. The editor seems to have
been misled by misunderstanding the drift of the passage. All it
comes to is that while Democritus treated of the particular senses, he
left no definite statement on the question as to whether sensation in
general was effected by a relation of opposites or not. Anudkpiros 82
mepl pév alobijoews od diopller worepa Tois évavrlois 3 Tols Spolots éariv
... mepl éxdoys & 700 atrdy &v péper weparar Aéyew. Theophrastus
gives reasons why the relation might be one or the other, and the
¢aporia’ is clearly his and not that of Democritus.

87. As to Aristotle’s treatise De Sensu, the editor quotes it after his
authorities. We have had an instance already in his note on 45D,
where he refers to a well-known passage given in Stallbaum’s note, from
De Sensu, chap. 2. If the editor had read thirty lines further in this
chapter he would have found a passage which would have saved one of
his numerous mistakes of translation. In Timaeus 64 D, Plato speak-
ing of the vision says—mw SYw . . . 4 &) odua év Tois mpdalder ppiify
ka8 fuépav fvpdues Nuéy ylyveobai. He thinks vision effected by a
stream of light (éyrews pedua) proceeding from the eye, forming a sort
of material body (0@ua), which is an organ of sense, and in a way part
of the human body like any other organ of sense. In this passage
then oépa fupdues Hudy means a material body adkering to us.” The
editor translates ¢ a material body cognate with ourselves,” and has this
note, ¢ Stallbaum is perhaps right in reading #jutv. But as fvyyerns
is several times followed by the genitive . . . it seems possible
that fuugvis might have the same construction. E&upuros seems
to have the same construction in Pkilebus 51 D’ Now in the part
of the De Sensu referred to is a passage on the very subject,
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which makes the meaning of fuuguifs clear and the true construc-
tion of the genitive—&Aoyor &' 8Aws 16 éidvrL Tl T Sy Spav, xai
dmorelveslar péxpr Tév dotpwv, #§ péxpr Twds éfodrar cvudiesda,
kafdmwep Aéyovol Twes' Tobrov pdv yap BéAriov 10 & dpxi) ouppieadar
Tob Spparos x.7.A. And apart from this even, if the author had had a
tolerable acquaintance with the De Anima (so necessary for the student
of the Timaeus) he must have remembered (for the interpretation)
dxojj 8¢ ouuguns &ip (Torstrik, MSS. éxorj . . . depl) in De An. IL. viii.

Again in a note on Plato’s theory of smell (66 D) we are informed
that Aristotle makes air or water the medium of smell, for which
De An. II. ix. is quoted. Though in the next sentence the author
quotes from De Sensu, chap. v. (quoted in Stallbaum’s note) he is
unaware that in this very chapter the account given in the De Anima
is refined upon, and the medium of smell is more precisely determined as
something common to both air and water, viz. 7o dypdv.

88. The notes upon Plato’s theory of respiration illustrate the editor’s
knowledge of other parts of the Parva Naturalia, which he quotes like
his predecessors, and also the inaccuracy with which he reads the book
he is editing. The Aristotelian treatise De Respiratione is one of those
which an editor of the Timaeus ought to know. In Tim. 70 C Plato
describes the lungs as devised to cool the heat of the heart. One of
the agencies by which the lungs effect this is the respiration of air.
Now this is the very function assigned by Aristotle in the De Resp.
to the lungs—they cool the animal heat and especially the heart,
the centre of it. The editor, however, in his note on 70 C says nothing
of this important and essential agreement, but merely points out a
difference, for which he quotes De Part. An., not mentioning the
De Resp. : ‘he (Plato) is also of course quite wrong in calling them
(the lungs) dvawpov. His view is impugned by Aristotle on grounds
of comparative anatomy, de Part. Animal. III. vi. 669*® 18, To ¢
wpds THY dAow elvar v TAeUpova ijs kapdlas odk elpnrar kaAds : further
on, 669". 8, he says 8Aws pév odv 6 TAelpwr éoriv dvamvoils xdpw: but
he does not seem to have had a very clear idea of the function per-
formed by the lungs.” The last sentence is remarkable, as well as the
absence of reference to the De Respiratione. But we seem to find the
explanation in the corresponding note of Martin, where nothing is
said of the De Resp. or of the affinity between Aristotle and Plato, but
we find the following ¢ Aristote reconnait qu’il a du sang dans le
poumon, sinon de tous les animaux, du moins de ’homme et de tous
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les vivipares. V. Des part. des anim., II1. 7. 669* 24, 669® 12,” which
seems to account for the limitation of the editor’s quotations.

Of course if in writing this note he as yet only had before him the
passage from the De Part. An.,, it is not hard to understand why he
should say Aristotle had not a very clear idea of the functions of the
lungs; yet if he had read the preceding part of the chapter he might
have found something more to say about Aristotle’s view than merely
that he thought the lungs were dvamvoijs xdpur.

Further on, Martin in his note on the circulation of the blood
(77 E) does quote the De Respiratione, mentioning Aristotle’s con-
ception of a cooling function for the lungs: and now we find the
editor on the same passage quoting from the De Respiratione and
from the same context: and.it is a mark of the editor’s imperfect
assimilation of Martin that the passage does not suggest to him the
necessity of improving his former note. In quoting it he makes some
fresh mistakes :—¢It will be seen that Plato conceives respiration
solely as subsidiary to digestion : an opinion which is perhaps peculiar
to him alone among ancient thinkers: the ordinary view béing that
its function was to regulate the temperature of the body, as thought
Aristotle cf. de resp. XVI. 478% 28 xarayifews pév odv 8Aws 7 Tév
(Swv deirar pios, dua Ty &v T kapdle Tis Yxis eumpwaw. TadTyy 8
TowelTar Sua s dvamvoijs.’ All these statements are incorrect. Plato
did not think respiration ¢solely subsidiary to digestion,” for as we
have seen in the passage (just considered) where the lungs' are first
spoken of, it is said they were made to cool the heart by respiration of
air and absorption of moisture, so that the spirited element residing in
it might be better controlled by reason. And this function of respira-
tion is the only one spoken of at first by Plato. Again, it is not
true that Plato was alone so far as he made respiration subsidiary
to digestion, nor that Aristotle differed from him in not connect-
ing it with the digestion. According to the De Respiratione the
purpose of respiration of air is to preserve the central fire ; for other-
wise it would consume itself away (udpavois). The purpose of the
central fire is to digest the food. Hence the ultimate object of
respiration is digestion. Anyone who had given even a cursory
reading to the De Respiratione ought to have known this. The
mistake is the less excusable because the same doctrine is stated at
length in other parts of the Parva Naturalia, which also are quoted
from by the editor (after his authorities).
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89. One other proof will be added, though more could be given, of
the nature of the editor’s acquaintance with this part of Aristotle (i.e.
the De Anima and the Parva Naturalia). 74 A, Plato describes the
purpose for which God made joints in the backbone—éumoiév dpbpa,
1 Oarépov mpooxpduevos év alrols ds péon dviorapévn dvvdue, xumjoews
xal kbppews &vexa. On tfj farépov mpooxpdpevos the editor says ¢ This
expression is very obscure,” and after a supercilious and unfortunate
attack on Stallbaum and remarks on different interpretations, adds
¢ Dr. Jackson has suggested to me an interpretation which is certainly
much more natural, and, I think, right. We know that 6drepov
expresses plurality. Plato then, when he says that the gods used
% Oarépov dbvaus . . . simply signifies that by means of joints they
divided the bones into a number of parts, kduyews xal kwicews &vexa.
@s péop I take to mean between the bones—the joints represent the
principle of 0drepov, as being the cause of division and plurality.’
The editor can scarcely have known the important passage in the De
Anima on the joints (III. x. 8) 70 xwoby dpyavikés &mov &pxi) kal
TeAevrs) 10 avd, olov & yiyyAuuds évraifa yip TO KkupTOV Kal kotAov TO
pév TeAevr) 7 8’ &pxrit 810 TO pev fpepel 70 3¢ kiveital, Aoy pEv Erepa
Bvra, peyéle. & dxdpioras mdvra yap doe kal el kwvetrar. 81d det domep
&y xixAg pévew T, kal &vreifev dpxeosdar Ty xlvnow (433° 21-27).

It is more likely that Plato is thinking of some such principle than
merely of ¢the division of the bones into a number of parts.” And in
any case the passage ought to have been quoted and its bearing on the
passage of the Timaeus considered.

40. The Ethics of Aristotle is a book very commonly read, but one
must doubt whether the author has more than a superficial knowledge of
it. On %1 B he quotes a very familiar passage from the first book at
suspicious length; on the other hand he makes a grave omission in
quoting from the tenth book in his note on 64 C. Here he sum-
marises Aristotle’s objections to the Platonic theory of pleasure and

only quotes from chap. 3 of bk. X. He seems to be entirely uncon-
scious of the long and important argument against making pleasure
& klvnois (or yéveois) which is found in chap. 4: which could not be
overlooked by anyone who knew the book even tolerably. If the
editor looked at the context he perhaps was misled by the circumstance
that the polemic seems to end with the end of the third chapter (ra
My olv Aeydueva mepl Tiis ndovils xal Avmys ixavés elpfjofw), and the
Fourth chapter opens as if the polemic was over and the subject was
E 2
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to be treated constructively (r{ & &éorlv 7) moidy v xaradavéorepov yévorr’
&v an’ dpxfis avaaBodoww) though in the second section of it Aristotle
renews his objection to Plato. But one might almost suspect that the
third chapter itself is not known at first hand, for the editor omits
the argument in the early sections of it directed against an important
and essential feature of the Platonic theory of pleasure in the Philebus
to which the editor is referring—the doctrine that pleasure is &weipov.
The difference which these omissions make to the validity of the con-
fident criticism of Aristotle is rather serious. The editor’s criticisms
of Aristotle are generally unfortunate. They may be spoken of
later on.

§ 5.—OBLIGATIONS TO DAREMBERG.

41. This part of the subject may be closed by an examination of
the editor’s commentary on Plato’s theory of respiration, which has the
look of a genuine piece of work.

Some remarks were made on this in the Classical Review for March,
1889 (p. 116), and they are given here in full together with the
editor’s reply, to shew how he has tried to mislead by imperfect
quotation.

The criticism was as follows :—

In one place, Plato’s theory of respiration, the editor gives the reader the inipression
that he has done a piece of original and meritorious research, by using the Greek of
a commentary (Galen’s) only known in ¢a defective Latin translation’ when Martin
wrote. AUl that he gets out of the Greek is equally clear in the Latin whick is not here
defective. All that he rightly gets out of it, and even the illustrative woodcut (a little
altered) is already given in the note and translation of the edition used (Daremberg’s),
to which no acknowledgment is made. We can hardly think the editor has read the
Latin : kis mistake about it may come from a remark of Daremberg’s.

The editor’s reply (Classical Review, April, 1889, p. 181) is as
follows :—

Mr. Wilson (who seems exasperated because I have used the original text, rather
than a Latin translation, of a passage in Galen explanatory of 78 B, foll.) has these
observations: ¢ In one place, Plato’s theory of respiration, the editor gives the reader
the impression that he has done a piece of original and meritorious research by using
the Greek of a commentary (Galen's) only known in “a defective Latin translation”
when Martin wrote . .. ... All that he rightly gets out of it, and even the illustrative
woodcut (a little altered), is already given in the note and translation of the edition
used (Daremberg’s), to which no acknowledgment is made.’

Now my note runs thus: ¢ An important light is thrown upon it by a fragment of



[ 69 1]

Galen’s treatise on the Timaeue, which deals with this passage. This fragment was
found by M. Daremberg in the Paris library and published by him in 1848. On Galen's
commentary the ensuing explanation is based.’

Thus, it seems, I claim originality by avowing my interpretation to be derived from
a document which has been public property for forty years; while I endeavour to conceal
my obligation by naming the man who brought that document to light.

The editor’s pretence that I found fault with him because he went
to an original source can hardly have been believed by his readers even
if they did not look back to see what I really said. But he tried to
give colour to the perversion by omitting the two sentences in my
criticism printed above in italics. When these are restored it will be
seen, of course, that he was criticised for professing to give informa-
tion about a Latin commentary which he appeared never to have read.
It was also suggested that the incorrect information he gave, the nature
of which will appear further on, came at second-hand from Daremberg.
By omitting all reference to the real charge, while professing to
answer, the editor has virtually confessed that it is justified.

42. In the other part of his reply—¢ thus it seems I claim origin-
ality,” &c.—he puts forward with an air of injured innocence an
evasion which could not mislead any one who attended even to that
part of my remarks which the editor has quoted. Of course he was
not accused of wrongfully claiming originality because his interpreta-
tion was really derived from Galen’s Greek (which is ¢ the document
which has been public property for forty years’), nor of concealing
such an obligation to Daremberg as that which he speaks of.

The editor knew well that the question of ¢ originality > had nothing
whatever to do with either of these points. He knew that what he
had concealed was the fact that Daremberg had not only ¢brought
the document to light,” but had written a commentary also, the
material of which down to the woodcut reappears in his own note.

Here again the editor, by ignoring the true and obvious issue, has
virtually confessed that he cannot answer.

It is amusing to see how he betrays himself in a footnote. The
issue which he so entirely puts out of the text of his reply has got
into the note, for he forgetfully answers one of the points of it ¢« My
woodcut, as it happens, was not taken from Daremberg.’

The editor has made his self-condemnation still more apparent by
another piece of imperfect quotation. The part of his own note which
he quotes in reply happens to contain one of the misleading state-
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ments referred to in the parts of my criticism which he suppresses.
He actually omits this, and that without even a mark of lacuna.
He says : —

Now my note runs thus: ¢ An important light is thrown upon it by a fragment of
Galen’s treatise on the T'imaeus, which deals with this passage. This fragment was
found by M. Daremberg in the Paris library and published by him in 1848. On Galen’s
commentary the ensuing explanation is based.’

But the note really runs thus :—

An important light however is thrown upon it by a fragment of Galen's treatise on
the Timaeus, which deals with this passage. This fragment, which was preriously
known only in an imperfect Latin translation, was found by M. Daremberg in the Paris
library and published by him in 1848. On Galen’s commentary the ensuing explanation
is based.

It will be seen that the editor in quoting himself has left out the
clause in italics,

43. The editor’s tacit admissions are conclusive enough, but the
best way to make the matter clear, and to shew the misleading
character of his book will be to relate how the criticism passed on
this part of it in the Classical Review originated.

In Timaeus, p. 78, Plato compares the respiratory apparatus to
a fish-trap or weel (xdpros) of basket work, and there is some difficulty
about his exact meaning. The outer part of the apparatus is about
conterminous with the outer surface of the body (or rather ¢ the trunk,’
as Martin says). There are two inner portions corresponding to a
certain inner part of the fish-trap, and called éyxdpria : one of these is
in the chest, the other in the belly. These and the external case are
made of air. Fire also enters in some way into the composition
of the network (mAéyna, mAdkavor). One of the éyxdpria opens into
the gullet, the other into the windpipe and nostrils. Their termination
represents the open end of the fish-trap.

The editor, as we have seen, says that ‘an important light is
thrown’ on the passage ‘by a fragment of Galen’s treatise on the
Timaeus” He then gives an explanation which, he says, is ¢ based on
Galen’s commentary.” This explanation corrects Martin’s in several
important points. The editor attributes Martin’s supposed mistakes
to the fact that he had only the Latin version before him—he says,
in fact, that previous to Daremberg’s discovery, Galen’s commentary
had been ‘known only-in an imperfect Latin translation’ and that
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‘Martin’s interpretation . . . would probably have been modified
had the commentary of Galen in the original been before him.’

Now I had not myself ever been interested in this part of the

Timaeus, and had given no special attention to it. I had never seen
either the Greek original of Galen’s commentary or the Latin version
of it. o
I was led consequently by the editor’s note, as any one else would
who relied on it alone, to suppose that the part of the Latin trans-
lation of Galen which related to this passage was fragmentary, or at
least so defective that it did not give the same help as the original
Greek; also that the editor’s interpretation founded on Galen was
new.
Up to this point in his book, there had seemed to be nothing of
any importance which could be honestly praised. The work, though
pretentious, was nearly all second-hand and inaccurate, and the
editor’s treatment of the predecessors to whom he was so indebted
seemed to deserve severe blame. But here at last there seemed to be
something sound and valuable which the editor might justly call his
own; and though in looking at the Greek commentary discovered
since Martin wrote, he had only done what could not be omitted
in a serious edition, I intended in my review to give him full credit
for what he had done, to point out that his study of an original
source had been rewarded by a discovery about the true meaning of
Plato, and that he had thus made a real and meritorious contribution
to the subject.

But before writing the commendation it struck me that though the
editor was partly right where he differed from Martin, there was
an important point in which Martin seemed to be right. As the
editor professed to be here following Galen, I naturally turned to the
Greek of Galen, and, in an evil hour for the editor, went on to compare
the Latin version with it.

To my surprise I found I had been entirely misled by the editor in
points where I had not entertained a suspicion about his trust-

worthiness. I found that the Latin was not for the editor’s purposes
¢ imperfect,” that it was quite clear and gave as much ¢light’ as the
Greek, and that there was no ground for the assertion that Martin
would probably have written differently if he had had the Greek
before him. It was obviously untrue that the discovery of the Greek
could have had the important effect attributed to it by the editor.

But I found also that what one would suppose from the editor’s

manner to be an original theory of the Timaeus passage based on
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Galen’s had every bit of it been worked out before by Daremberg, so
that the editor instead of being first in the field was again repeating
what had been done long ago by a modern predecessor, and that
without acknowledgment, although his own study of Galen’s com-
mentary had necessarily been made in his predecessor’s book.,

The only mention the editor makes of Daremberg is in the passage
he quotes in his defence—¢ This fragment was found by M. Daremberg
in the Paris library and published by him in 1848,’—from which of
course I supposed that Daremberg had merely ¢ published’ the Greek,
and never suspected he had added a translation of it, with notes, and
that interpretation of the Timaeus passage which was before me in
the editor’s own book.

These discoveries made me understand why such a book could at
first seem to contain a fair amount of commentary that could be
praised, for without a careful checking of the notes a reviewer would
be often liable to the kind of mistake into which I had nearly been led.

44. A comparison will now be given of the Latin version of
Galen’s commentary with the Greek, to shew that in those points
where the editor’s (or Daremberg’s) interpretation of the Timaeus
passage differs from Martin’s, the Latin version gives exactly as much
help as the Greek.

(i) In 78 C Plato writes 70 pev tév éyxvpriwy els 5 ordpa pebie
dumhob & Svros alrod kara pév Tas &prnplas els TOv wAelpova kabijke
Odrepov, 10 & els Ty koklav . . . 70 &’ &repov oxloas k.T.A.

Martin makes 70 pev rév éyxvprlwr ‘one of the two éyxipria;’
misled probably by the apparent opposition of 76 & &repov oxloas, it
should be ¢the two éy«xdpria together,” or ‘the complex of the éyxvpria.’
The editor’s note is—¢ Galen warns us against taking this “one of
the &yxvpria,”’ in which case, as he justly remarks, Plato would have
gone on “7¢ 3¢ els Tdde Tt To6 cduaros!.” He understands wAdxavov,
in which he is probably right 2’

Galen’s Greek is od Tod7d pnow 8 10 pev Erepor Téy Eyxvpriwy els
70 ordpa xabijker elpnre yap dv epelijs,— 10 & Erepov els Tdde T TOD
odparos *—3AN’ &mi TO[v] wAdkavov dvapépov elmev, bs elvar Tov Shov
Adyor airod Tolobrov, s elmor wAoxdvwv TPLGY, évds pev Tod peydAov
xvprov, dvoly 8¢ T@v olov éyxvprlwy, 70 wév 16V éyxvpriwr wAdkavoy els
ordpa Te pedijke x.T.A.

! Inaccurate. Galen says 70 8’ éTepov eis T63e 7i.
? For the editor’s own mistake here see below, par. 54.
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The Latin is—Non hoe dicit, quod alteram nassularum in os demisit,
nam deinceps utique dixisset, alteram vero in hanc corporis partem
demisit : sed ad tricam referens dixit, ut tota ejus oratio talis, ut dixi,
gt. Tres cum sint tricae, una quidem, quae magna nassa est, duae
vero reliquae, quae veluti nassulae sunt ; nassularum quidem tricam in
08 trajecit, &ec.

(Nassa is in the Latin version the equivalent of xvpros, nassula of
éyxipriov.) It is obvious that the Latin is as clear and direct as the
Greek is.

() A part of this same mistake of Martin’s about 6 ré» éyxvpriwy
seems to be, as Daremberg pointed out, his rendering of &» Odrepov ad
7\ duémhefe dlxpovw, dont il fit encore 'un double; he takes dixpovw
as he takes 3umAot 78 C, to mean that one of the two éyxdpria was
double, whereas 3(xpovv refers merely to the forked entrance of one

éyctpriov. This mistake is really corrected by the parts of Galen,
whether in Latin or Greek, just quoted, but Galen has another

Passage on it.
The editor’s note may be put side by side with Daremberg’s.

Editor. Daremberg.
. Suxhete durpotv] The éyxtpriov occupy- I'une (de petites nasses) .. . dans le
Ingr the cavity of the thorax he constructed  poumon . . . la premidre nasse est fourchue
With a double outlet, one by the larynx et les deux branches partant d'un tromc

tharongh-the mouth, the other through the commun . . . sont figurées 'une par la
DOowtrils, bouche, I’autre par les fosses nasales,

(The editor does not here refer expressly to Galen.)
The Greek of the Commentary on v Odrepor ad diémhefe dikpovy
as mjy yap is Tpaxelas ywopévny dvamvony dlkpovw &pn Vmdpyew, elme
B3 rodro dua 10 v kv dvamvoly uiy yéveslar did Te Tis pwods kai Tod
O~¥duaros x.T.A.

The corresponding Latin is equally plain.

‘ Respirationem enim asperae arteriae bicornem esse dixit. Hoc
Rutem dixit, proptered, qudd respiratio nobis per nares, et os fit, &c.

A little below, the Latin translation has for the words ra éJo wépara
I:Zlna.rgin xépara, which Daremberg substitutes] 76 re dia ijs pwds kai
9 Sud Tob orduaros, duo illa extrema, tum quod per os pervenit,
Omitting to render 70 3id 70d ordparos: but this could cause no
<Qifficulty since the phrase has occurred, as we see, above and is rightly
Xendered ; the unanswered ¢ tum ’ shews the lacuna at once.

(iii) The other point on which the editor would correct Martin by

the help of Galen concerns the relation of the éyxdpria to the xipros.
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¢ Martin,” says the editor, ‘conceives the xdpros to consist of two
baskets, one fitting into the other; but Galen says it is &mAobv.
The éyxipriov . . . is explained by Stallbaum (whom Liddell and Scott
follow) to mean the entrance or neck of the xpros. But on this point
Galen is explicit; he says it is Suoiov pév t@ peydio, pikpdy 8é.
We must therefore conceive the éyxdpria to be two smaller xipros
similar to the larger, contained within it and opening into its
neck.’ )

Galen’s words are vevonuévov oot Tod Tév dAiéwy xiprov, 8mep éoti
nwAéypa amhody, vénoor & adr@ wepiexOuevoy Suowoy piv TG peydio,
pikpov 8¢, olov éxetvo xdprov.

The Latin is— A

Excogitat abs te piscatorum nassd, quod certe est rete simplex, in
ipsi (sc. nass) alteram nassam excogitato, magnae quidem assimilem,
parvam tamen contineri.

Here again, all that the editor (after Daremberg) gets® out of the
Greek can be got with equal ease from the Latin, which faithfully
represents the original.

These seem to be all the points in which Martin’s interpretation
might be supposed capable of correction from Galen’s Greek, and it is
obvious that the conclusions might have been got from the Latin
with equal ease.

To illustrate further the adequacy of the Latin here, another note
will be given where the editor agrees with Martin,

Editor (on 78 B). Martin.

Scereivaro olov axoivovs] Here Plato has Galien fait observer que ces joncs
departed somewhat from the analogy of n’existent point dans les nasses véritables,
the fishing-trap. The oxoivo: of course mais que Platon les a imaginées pour
represent the arteries and veins which représenter les vaisseaux sanguins, par”
permeate the structure of the body. lesquels la chaleur animale se répand dans

tout le corps.

(The editor does not expressly say that Galen is his authority for
his first sentence.)

Galen’s commentary. Latin version.

ToVTOoV TO dvdAoyov odkéri Katd Tods TAW non amplius in piscatorum nassis repe-
d\éov éoTi sbprovss dmd T@v Eyxvpriow ydp  ritur quod huic proportione respondeat :
mpds 7O TOU wWepiéxovros KUKAov mAéyua neque enim in nassulis ad continentis cir-

! It will be seen hereafter that the view thus derived from Galen is yntenable.
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Galen’s commentary.
oxoivos obdeula Bifxe, wevol Tov perafd
wavTds Svros: v Huiv 8¢ Bvjrovaw €k Te Tis
xourfas xal Tob mreduovos els dmay 70 odpa
péxps & toxdraw alrod wepdraw Exrds
dpryplas xad PAéBes, &s elxdle oxolvos dmwd
T8y Eyrvpriow émd TOv KVpTov éxTevopévais.

— -

Latin version.
culi rete funis ullus pervenit, quum tota
illa intercapedo vacua sit: in nobis autem
ex ventre, et ex pulmone in totum corpus
ad extremos usque fines fords pertingunt
venae, et arteriae, quas funibus, qui a
nassulis ad nassam, extenduntur, assimilat.

Here again the Latin is as useful as the Greek, as is shewn by
Martin’s note, which is derived from the Latin alone.

45. From this comparison it became clear to me that the editor’s
statements about the Latin version proved that he had not examined it
for himself, and I was curious to know how he came by what he said
of it. Seeing that there was so much of his note in Daremberg,
I looked in Daremberg’s preface, where I found the following. (the
italics are mine). ‘Du reste, la traduction latine obscure, difficile
a lire et souvent inexacte, a jusqu'a présent rendu peu de services
2 ceux qui se sont occupés du Timée de Platon; beaucoup méme
paraissent avoir ignoré son existence, ou du moins ont dédaigné de
la consulter. Si la publication d’un texte inédit excite toujours un
véritable intérét, lors méme qu’on posséde une traduction latine, cet
intérét augmente encore quand cette traduction est frés défectueuse
et par conséquent peu utile’ A little further on he says of the
Greek, ‘Ce commentaire jette un jour tout nouveau sur le texte de Platon’
(cf. the editor’s ¢ An important light is thrown upon it,” &e.)

After this there remained no doubt as to the origin of the editor’s
mistake. Galen’s commentary includes a good deal more than the
interpretation of this particular page of the Timaeus. Daremberg’s
criticism could only be true of the Latin version as a whole, and not
of this part. And it will be found in his notes that while he says the
preceding paragraph of the commentary is ¢ traduit dans Gadaldinus !
d’une fagon trés obscure et parfois inexacte,” the differences to which
he calls attention in the part of the Latin version with which we
are concerned are of scarcely any significance, and have no bearing
whatever on the points at issue. On the other hand he notes two
places where the Latin is better or clearer than the Greek of his
manuscript : and, what is sufficiently decisive, when he criticises
Martin he does not say Martin had got wrong because he had only
the Latin translation of Galen, on the contrary, he will really be
found to imply that the Latin ought to have put the commentators

1 The author of the Latin version.
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right, and attributes Martin’s mistake only to inattention or the
influence of his predecessors. He points out that Gadaldinus translates
the passage of the Timaeus, 70 utv 76y &yxvpriwv els 76 ordpua uebijre
x.7.\.,, wrongly, although he translates Galen’s explanation of it
rightly.

‘Gadaldinus a traduit le texte en litige par: Alferam quidem nassularum in os
demisit, etc. Cependant le Commentaire de Galien qui vient immédiatement aprds com-
mence par ces mots: Non koc dicit quod alteram nassularum in os demisit. Est-il done
étonnant, aprds de telles fautes, que les traducteurs qui n’ont pas eu recours au Com-
mentaire de Galien se soient compldtement égarés et donnent un sens impossible i—
Quant & M. Martin, Pautorité de ses devanciers ou quelque pré-occupation lui ont
fait perdre de vue le véritable sens si clair, et qui rende un compte si exact de la
description de Platon.’

Those remarks, however, in Daremberg’s preface, quoted further
back, from which the editor appears to have drawn, might mislead,
especially as he adds in the same context that Galen’s commentary
‘donne une explication nette et lumineuse de la théorie des Nasses
(fish-trap).” But the wrong impression would be at once corrected by
reading the Latin. The editor’s mischance is of a kind which oftera
befalls those who depend as he does on others.

48. As regards his fairness to Daremberg—the editor, as already=
observed, ignores the true issue in his reply, but yet answers a single=
point of it in a note—‘my woodcut, as it happens, was not takersss
from Daremberg.” What the denial exactly means must be uncertainms
when the peculiarities of the editor’s mode of replying are remembered ! sy
but its value is not exactly increased by what follows—¢ but there==
could hardly be much difference between two diagrams illustrative—
of this passage.” In the essential points which concern the con-
struction of the fish-weel and Plato’s idea of the respiratory apparatus,
there is all the difference between Daremberg’s diagram and one
which would correspond to Martin’s view. The editor’s diagram and
explanation agree with Daremberg’s in all that is characteristic and
essential in the criticism of Martin and the interpretation of Plato.
The differences (admitted in my Review, q.v.) are immaterial, the
¢yxtpria being represented by Daremberg rather as they would be
placed in the fish-trap, by the editor rather in the position of the
corresponding parts of the human body, and the top of the diagram
being a little altered (for the worse). And it must be remembered
that this diagram and explanation of Daremberg’s were before the

! Compare also below, Part IV.
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editor from the first, for they occur in the edition in which he first
made his acquaintance with the Galen to which they relate—the only
edition there is.

Apart from the general agreement, the following coincidence in
a special point will be evidence enough of the editor’s use of this
work of Daremberg’s about which he is so silent in his note.

Plato says that the outer casing (xdros) of the respiratory network
(mAdxavov) and the two bag-like &yxipria within it, are made of air,
but that what he calls v& &dov 705 mAoxdvov &mwavra is made of fire.
About the latter Daremberg has a view, not found in that form in
Galen. He supposes that the xdpros or outer weel—for he thinks
that the éyxfpria are only two smaller weels inside it—is composed
of two folds or layers (feuillets, a term to which nothing answers in
Plato or Galen), the inner one of fire, the outer of air, the latter being,

he thinks, the x¥ros.

This peculiar, and, as will be seen afterwards, mistaken inter-
pretation reappears in the editor’s note in almost the same phrases.

Daremberg, p. 49.

On se représentera la grande
masse [i.e, the xipros] consti-
tude, pour ainsi dire, par deux
feuillets superposés ; 'un aérien,
qui forme l’enveloppe externe,
ce que Platon appelle le xiros,
Yautre intérieur igné ... Le
abros répond b la peau et & la
couche d’air ambiant le plus
immédiatement en contact avec
1a peau:

le feuillet profond est la repré-
mentation des chairs traversées
par les vaisseaux sanguins . . .

Quant aux petites nasses [i. e.
the éyxipria] elles sont tout
d’air . . . Les petites nasses sont
Yune les poumons et l'autre
Yestomac, ou plutét 1'ensemble
des organes alimentaires,

Editor.

... we shall find that the
xipros or large mAéyua con-
sists of two layers, one of
fire, one of air.

The outer layer (76 xbros)
is the stratum of air in con-
tact with all the outer surface
of the body.

The inner layer (vd édov
700 mAokdvov) is the vital
heat contained in the blood
and pervading all the sub-
stance of the body between
the skin and the cavity
within.

The two &yxdpria, which
are formed entirely of air,
represent respectively the
thoracic and abdominal ca-
vities of the body.

Martin, vol. 2, p. 336.

1a couche d’air en
contactimmédiat avec
la surface interne et
externe du corps hu-

mam...
* *

la chaleur animale
contenue dans les
chairs od sont le sang
et les veines * *

la substance méme

du corps.
* *
...les parois des
paniers  intérieurs,
c’est & dire la cavité
du ventre et de la poi-
trine.

And yet in spite of this, and in spite of what has been seen as to the
origin of his statements about the Latin version, the editor in his reply
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risked the attempt to persuade his readers that his obligation to Darem
berg was discharged by merely mentioning the fact that Daremberg
had discovered the Greek of Galen’s Commentary.

The quotations from Martin above are merely added to shew that
the editor, though sometimes closely following Daremberg, expresses
himself in phrases of Martin’s. One of these quotations however leads
us to another circumstance, which bears out the impression already suffi-
ciently established about the unsoundness and the dependent character
of the editor’s notes on this passage. Daremberg has another peculiar
view about the xdpros, which he derived from Galen. Galen held that
the external envelope or xiros consisted first of the skin, and secondly
of a certain part of the external air which surrounds the body, which
he seems to have supposed adhered to the skin : this is the couche d’an
which the editor translates by ¢stratum.” Daremberg does not explair
this view or its origin in this particular note (n. 64, p. 49), but it 3
in consequence of it that he says, ‘ Le xdros répond & la peau et 3 ]
couche d’air, &c. He explains more particularly further on (n. 7.
p- 50).

It )Will be seen that the editor omits the words ‘a la peau,” a3
expresses himself like Martin. Now it is difficult to believe, if ¥
understood the special significance of Daremberg’s phraseology (whicl
as just observed, does not come out till a later note of Daremberg’s
and varied it with full consciousness, that he would say nothing abo=
it; for it is not only an important point, but one which is expressl.
put forward by Galen, whose Commentary the editor professes t
follow as being so excellent. It is difficult to believe that the editor
had read the Galen so far.

47. There is another rather unfortunate piece of unacknowledgec
borrowing in this same note. It is said that the fish-trap ¢seems tc
have had a narrow funnel-shaped neck through which the fish entered.
but was unable to return, owing to the points of the reeds being se
against i¢.” 'There is nothing about such a hindrance in Plato, Galen,
or Daremberg. It is clearly got from Martin (p. 335, vol. ii.): ¢II
(le poisson ne) pouvait ressortir par le méme chemin, parce que le trov
était entouré de pointes convergentes dirigées vers le fond de la nasse.
The amusing thing is that, while this suits well such a weel as
Martin describes, it will not suit at all the editor’s idea of a weel—an
awkward confusion. This is part and parcel of a mistake made about
the éyxdpriov, which leads the editor in the next paragraph of his note’

! Quoted above, p. 74.
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to an erroneous criticism of Liddell and Scott. The precise nature of
this confusion and mistake must be postponed to the account of the
intrinsic value of the scientific notes in the edition, as this is rather
the place to discuss obligations to others. It is enough to say here
that it will be shewn hereafter that whereas the editor, following the
lines of Daremberg and Galen, contends that Martin’s whole notion of
a fish weel (xdpros) and the éyxipriov is wrong, Martin is quite right.
It is the editor who, in following Galen or Daremberg, has gone
wrong : his trap would never catch a fish. It will be shewn also
that Galen’s Commentary, supposed to have thrown so much light on
Plato’s text, is wrong on the essential point, because Galen misunder-
stood the construction of a fish-weel himself, and that, as a further
complication, an erroneous inference has been drawn by the editor
from what Galen says about the xUpros being dmhods. The erroneous
nature of the view about ¢ the layer of fire’ repeated from Daremberg
will also be explained : it has involved the editor in a mistranslation
of 78 D.

In fact, the appearance of originality and discovery which the editor
contrives to give his notes here is not their only defect. He seems to
be wrong on every point in which he differs from Martin, with one
exception—the meaning given to 70 utv tév éyxvpriwy (see above).
The right meaning however of this expression is not only to be found
In Daremberg, but was given ten years before Daremberg’s discovery
of the Greek Commentary by Stallbaum himself, but with such a dif-
ference from the editor as we have learned to expect. The editor
repeating the right meaning makes a serious mistake about the way it
comes out of the Greek: Stallbaum explains the idiom rightly. (Cf.

below, par. 54.)



PART II

TEXT AND APPARATUS CRITICUS.

48. The following account of the text and apparatus criticus of
this edition is given at the end of the Introduction :—

It remains to say a few words about the text. In this edition I have rather closely
adhered to the text of C. F. Hermann, which on the whole presents most faithfully the
readings of the oldest and best manuscript, Codex Parisiensis A. The authority of this
ninth century MS, is such that recent editors have frequently accepted its readings in
defiance of a consensus among the remainder; an example which I have in general
followed. In departing from Hermann I have usually had some manuscript support on
which to rely, and sometimes that of A itself: but in a very few cases (about six or
seven, I believe, in all) I have introduced emendations, or at least alterations, of my
own; none of which are very important. In order that the reader may have no trouble
in checking the text here presented to him, I have added brief critical notes in Latin,
wherein are recorded the readings of the Paris manuscript (quoted on Bekker’s testi-
mony), of C. F. Hermann, of Stallbaum, and . f the Ziirich edition by Baiter Orelli and
Winckelmann, wherever these differed from my own. These authorities are denoted
respectively by A, H, S, and Z. The readings of other manuscripts have not been
cited. Fortunately the text of the T'imaeus is for the most part in a fairly satisfactory
conditon.

In an edition of this kind something more is needed to satisfy
modern requirements. But we shall only ask how far the editor has
carried out his own scheme.

There are two collations of Paris A, by two great scholars, Bast
and Bekker. They differ not unfrequently. They were made many
years ago, and, considering their difference, for an edition which is to
follow this MS. in the main, a new collation should have been made,
if not of the whole, at least of the places where Bast and Bekker
differ. If this were not undertaken, at least there should have been
a full account of both collations.

The editor has not collated the Paris MS. But, what is extra-
ordinary, he does not seem even to have seen Bast’s collation. He
does not even give accurately the collation he professes to follow—
Bekker's. Although ‘he has adhered rather closely to the text of C.
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F. Hermann,’ he has taken no trouble to study Hermann’s apparatus
criticus, though he has used it here and there; and the consequences
are serious. The variations of the other editions are not given accu-
rately ; and, in short, the apparatus criticus is entirely untrustworthy
and of no use. A few specimens may be given of the mistakes.

49. In 23 D and 23 E the editor reads wohiréy without variant.
Both Bekker and Bast give woAireidr in both places as the reading of
Paris A. .

25 E he reads ofs without variant. According to both Bekker and
Bast, Paris A reads &s with ofis written over it.

So again 25 C fin., where Bekker and some others have é\dodoys,
&meNbodas is given as if read by A. According to Bekker, whom the
editor professes to follow, émeAfodons is by the later hand in A.

The following are among the instances which shew unacquaintance
with Bast. 17 C kard ¢pdow 3 ddvres, from A is given diddvres as
variant for ddvres (only), whence A would read &) 3:ddvres. From
Bast it appears that A reads xard ¢vow diddvres, where Siddvres is
variant for 33 ddrres, ye &) being written above the line. Bekker
gives 3uddvres as if variant of ddvres, but adds the superscript ye &1.

24 D, vmepBeBnrdres, ImepBeBAnkdres is given merely as the reading
of C. F. Hermann (Teubner), but according to Bast it is the reading
of A. The editor, who seems to have used Hermann’s preface some-
times (cf. his note on unxavduevor 18 C), might have inferred the
truth from it (‘a plurimis optimisque libris oblatum ), if, indeed, he
looked at this part of the preface, though this may be doubted, as
Hermann also gives good reason for preferring vmepBeBAnkdres. More
evidence may be found in Liddell and Scott, though they read
-Bepnxdres.

23 A, §) xat’ &\lov tdmov &v éxoyy lopev. The editor is alone in
reading éxofy for éxoj. He says “éxoyy dedi ex A’ The adoption
of axofjy here is mere perversity. In 23 C we find éndowr vmd To¥
olpavoy fuets dxoy mapedefdpueda (not appealed to by the editor); but
éxofj lopev is a fixed phrase, with a special meaning (appropriate here)
which makes the combination eldévac éxoffy extremely improbable.
Hence of course Bekker (from whom the editor gets A’s variant),
Stallbaum, Hermann, and -the Zurich editors all read éxojj. Now it
appears from Bast that the reading of A is not ko, but dxonw (sic).

In 19 A the editor reads peraA\drrew. His note is simply ¢ ueraA-
Adrrew : dalhdrrew A, giving no MS, authority for peraAdrrew,
and merely implying, according to his notation, that peraAAdrrew is

F
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the reading of Hermann, Stallbaum, and the Ziirich editors. peraAAdr-
tew is however, according to Bast, an alternative reading in A, uer
being written over the first two letters of diaAAdrrew.

Another instance of unacquaintance with Bast, which is also another
instance of the editor’s neglect of the adnotatio critica of the editor
whose text he professes to follow mainly, is in 20 A. Here ixarijs is
read in the text, and the only variant given is ‘ixavjy H.’ This
means that Hermann reads in his text ixawjv, and A reads ixavis.
But Bast gives ikavijv as the reading of A, and Hermann in his pre-
face actually quotes it from Bast, in a form which might have directed
the editor where to look for Bast’s collation—¢ Bastius apud Stallb.
enotavit.” Add to these the instances given in par. 10, and in par. 50.
The above are all from the first ten pages of the text.

Towards the end of the book (9r C) there is a note in which
Bast is quoted as differing from Bekker. ¢ fuwdvd{ovres seripsi ex
Hermanni conjecturi. §vvdiayaydvres H, et teste Bastio, A ; Bek-
kerus autem fvvayaydvres in A legisse videtur. &fayaydvres SZ. «xara-
dpéfravres : xara Spéfavres ASZ. Where S=Stallbaum, Z=the
Ziirich edition. The proof of the editor’s unacquaintance with Bast is
so clear that it is hardly possible he is quoting Bast at first-hand.
Besides if he were, he would be aware that in A d4zo is written
over the xara of karadpéavres, and that Bast gives dv as the reading
of A for & at the beginning of the same page. One must suspect
that the editor’s note was made up from the following by Hermann in
the Teubner text. ¢Nec p.91 C cautius agi posse putavi quam si
cum Stallb, hujus [i. e. Cod. Par.] lectiones {wvdiayaydvres (hane enim
Bastius testatur ; Bekk. et Schneiderus fvvayaydvres) et xaradpéjavres
pro éfayaydvres et kgra dpéyravres amplecterer, quanquam haud scio an
priori loco aptius fuvdvd(ovres conjecerim,’

Bast’s collation is given at the end of Stallbaum’s edition, and it
was difficult indeed to avoid knowing that it was there. Stallbaum
directs attention to it on his title page: ¢ Accessit varietas lectionis
praestantissimi Codicis Parisini accuratissime enotata.’

The critical preface of the familiar Ziirich edition, an edition to
which the editor often refers, has this footnote on the first page,
¢ Variae lectiones a Bastio collectae et a Baehrio, viro clarissimo, cum
Stallbaumio communicatae insunt editioni Gothanae, p. 443-490.’

The following are instances of inaccuracy in the record of differences
from other editions. These also are in the first ten pages of the text.

17 D, the editor reads with Hermann «ai ¢oe, without noting that
the Ziirich edition has dre ¢doe:, Stallbaum’s first edition dre Ppioe,
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and his second dre xal ¢voes (a reading which has MS. authority),
though Hermann calls attention to the reading of both editions here in
his preface.

19 A, &s é&moleimduevor—it is not noted that Stallbaum and the
Ziirich editors omit &s, with MS. authority, as appears from Stall-
baum’s note and Hermann’s preface.

25 D, map’ dutv—it is not noted that the Ziirich edition and Stall-
baum’s later edition have wap’ tudv.

Ignorance of Hermann’s preface is shewn in the above, other
instances of it are given in par. 10, and par. 61, p. 156.

In the case of Stallbaum we find an amusing mistake parallel to
that about Bast. The editor seems quite unaware that Stallbaum
edited the textagain in the Tauchnitz series : and thus, as already seen,
he attacks Stallbaum sometimes for not adopting readings which he
did adopt even before the publication of the edition of C. F. Hermann,
on which the editor mainly relies.

Compare above par. g (note on 55 D), par. 10, and below par. 50,
61 (note on 47 C).

Of the emendations some have been spoken of already ; others are
discussed in Part III.

But, as we have also seen, the editor does not represent accurately
in his app. crit. the edition of Stallbaum which he had before him.

50. After this inaccuracy evenin elementary matters, it is not sur-
Pprising to find that the editor seems to have made scarcely any use
for himself of the ancient ¢ testimonia.” We have already spoken of his
use of Galen. What he quotes of Proclus is generally referred to by
his predecessors, and while sometimes they are followed, as already
observed, in referring to what is comparatively useless, sometimes no
knowledge is shewn of important things which they have not noticed.
Xt is by no means denied that he has read some of Proclus for himself,
but there is no evidence of a systematic study of Proclus for textual
Jpurposes.

For instance, it is true that he gives what one may venture to think
an excellent emendation from Proclus in 40 D, but Lindau had already
specially noted the variant. On the other hand, on 40 C (¢éwavaxvkAi-
oets kal mpooxwprioeis) he writes, ¢ If Proklos is to be trusted however,
it means the retardation of one heavenly body in relation to another,

as mpooydpnois means the gaining by one upon another. For mpooyw-
F2



[ 84 ]

prioes it is probable that we ought to read mpoxwprioets, which is givem
by one ms.” This corresponds to just as much of Proclus as Stalk
baum quotes in his note. In that the reading is wpooxdpnots, and m
would be inferred from the editor’s note that Proclus read mpooxdpnois
and that the only evidence for mpoxdpnais in the Timaeus was in
Timaeus MS.! But in Proclus’ commentary a few pages beyond wham
Stallbaum quotes, Plato’s text is quoted with mpoxwprioets, and n_
variant is recorded by Schneider. (In the lemma Schneider readll
npoaxdpnais, and mentions a variant mpoxdpnots.)

In 25 D pains are taken to defend the reading Bpayéos against Baféoss
The latter being the reading of the text of Paris A, it is importamm
to note that Proclus has Bpaxéos both in the lemma and in th
commentary. The editor says nothing of this, nor of the fact tha.
Chalcidius’ rendering supports Baféos: but then Stallbaum has no=
mentioned these things. The editor does not cite for Bpaxéos th-
marginal reading of Paris A, xarafBpayéos (instead of xdpra Babdéos), bu_
then this is not given in Bekker, but by Bast.

The short treatise entitled Tiwpalw 76 Aoxkpd wepl Yvxas xdopw xa=
¢vaios is an ancient ¢ testimonium’ of first-rate importance, and vere
accessible, for it is printed after the Timaeus in the Ziirich editior
and the Tauchnitz edition, and in the same volume of Stallbaum’ss
commentary as the Timaeus.

A note on 35 A proves how little attention has been given to it.

‘In the phrase del xard raird éxobons obgias Dr. Jackson has with some probabilitys
suggested that for odolas we should read ¢voews: there is certainly an awkwardness ins
the use of odgias, when we have the word directly afterwards in so very peculiar and-
technical a sense.’

The difficulty is no doubt a real one, but it is clear that it cuts both
ways ; for it makes it unlikely that ¢voews should be corrupted into
odolas without any trace of the true reading, especially as ¢poews comes
in the next clause—rijs 7€ Tavrod Ppioews kal rijs farépov.

Now the treatise attributed (falsely of course) to Timaeus Locrus has
& Te Tas dueploTw popdas kal Tas pepioras odolas corresponding to
tiis dueploTov . . . odolas kal 7ijs . . . pepioriis: and it was important
to mention this.

It may be added that odola is confirmed by Proclus both in lemma
and commentary, by the translation of Chalcidius and by his com-
mentary. Cieero simply has ¢ ex ea materia ’ in his translation.

! Stallbaum proposes in his note to read mpoxwpfices. In his app. crit. he says
¢ mpoxwpicas Vat. ©, pr., et Proclus,’
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One of the results of modern criticism has been to give great value
0 the commentary of Chalcidius as a ¢ testimonium.” The editor does
aot seem to be aware of this. Chalcidius is not even mentioned
in the preface where ancient commentary is spoken of, and no use
seems to have been made of him.

Two instances of neglect of Chalcidius have been given. In one of
them (25 D) the editor objects to the reading (Baféos) of Paris A
that it is ‘ pointless.” He has not understood what the sense of the
passage with this reading would be. The translation of Chalcidius ex-
plains it!. The following is a significant instance. In 4% C the editor
prefers the reading ¢pwij to pwrijs as against Stallbaum and Hermann,
and proposes to omit the words mpds éxorfy. If he had known that
Chalcidius read ¢wrjj and did not translate mpds dxorjw, he could hardly
have omitted to mention such confirmation even if he did not know
its value. This is another instance of ignorance of Stallbaum’s later
adition, for there the reading is ¢wrij.

Again, the editor does not mention that his view of the meaning of
tvavria in 50 A is confirmed by Chalcidius.

As to Cicero’s translation, the editor quotes it occasionally where his
predecessors have quoted it. In 38 C, however, he notices that Cicero
Joes not render the words mpds yéveaw xpdvov, which other editors seem
bo have overlooked. But in a more important place, 40 D, he reads
ov before dvvapévois with C. F. Hermann as against Stallbaum, with
the remark that the negative rests on the authority of A alone. But
the negative is rendered by Cicero. Here again there is a mistake
about Stallbaum, who in his later edition reads ol dvwapévois, and
another instance of ignorance of Hermann’s Apparatus Criticus, in
which Stallbaum’s later reading is mentioned.

See also above, par. 12, the note on 35 A.

1 See below, par, 61, note on 24 E.



PART III

INTERPRETATION OF THE LANGUAGE.

51. In the interpretation of the Greek text there is a want of—
scientific acquaintance with Greek idiom in general, and with the =
peculiarities of the style of Plato: for on the one hand, the editor has
not made sufficient use of the standard grammars, and on the other, he
has clearly not studied Riddell’s Digest of Platonic Idioms, the sine
qua non’ of a modern edition. In consequence he not only fails
to render some idioms correctly, but is found rather naively de-
fending a sufficiently known construction, or objecting to a reading
or to an interpretation some peculiarity in the language which is
in its favour. Beside this there are a number of errors of interpreta-
tion which do not turn on grammatical points, and the translation said
to be given with a view to relieving the notes sometimes contradicts
them. Instances have occurred incidental to other matters; others
will now be given, and those which are more or less grammatical may
be considered first.

52. Of mistakes in single words the following may be noticed.

In 41 C the Creator is made to say to the created gods that he will
begin the creation of the soul by making the divine part himself, and
that he will leave the rest of it to them, omelpas (sc. 70 eiov) xal
tmapéduevos &yd mapaddow' T 8¢ Noumdv Vuels, dbavdre Ovirov mpoou-
¢alvovres. Here of course imapfduevos means ¢ having made beginning,’
as opposed to 70 Aouwdy. The editor translates ¢ this, I, having sown
and provided it’ : and says quaintly in his note, ¢ This transitive use
of the verb is not quoted in Liddell and Scott.” dmdpyew in its familiar
sense of ‘to be ready,’ has nearly the meaning of ¢being provided,’
but that cannot yield a middle form with the meaning to provide.’
Or possibly the editor was influenced by a misunderstanding of the
active and passive uses quoted by Liddell and Scott (sub voce A 4),
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mapxew evepyeoias and edepyeciar tmmpyuévar, et sim., which need no
comment. The lexicon does interpret the present passage, and inter-
prets it rightly.

The next instances are of mistakes in the force of tenses, made in
the interest of the editor’s views on philosophical points.

38 B, xpdvos & odv uer’ olpaved yéyovev, va dua yevmbévres dua xal
Av0@ow &v wore Aots Tis abrdy ylyvnrar. The editor who, like others
before him, contends that Plato does not seriously mean there was a be-
ginning of time or of the universe, says—* per’ odpavod yéyover] ““has
come into being in our story *” as the tense denotes.” The tense of course
cannot as such denote this, as is seen at once from the passage where
the creation of the world is first asserted, 28 B, 6 8) was odpavos . . .
oxentéov . . . wérepov N del, yevéoews dpxny Exwv obdeula, 1) yéyover
&7’ apxiis Twis &plduevos. yéyover' paros yap anrds Té éori . . . mdvra
3¢ ta Toabra aledyrd, Ta ¥’ alobnrd . . . yiyvdueva xal yevwnra Epavy,
where yéyove cannot mean ¢ has come into being in our story.” But
it is not necessary to go beyond the present passage, for it is rather
obvious that {va dua yevymbévres x.7.\. is put as a reason for a fact, and
not to explain a mere convenience of expression or representation. The
same is clear from the next sentence, é§ odv Adyov xal diavolas feod
Totalrys mpds xpovov yéveow . .. fjAwos Kkal oefrn K.T.A. . . . yéyove.
Even if the whole be allegorical, it would be a mere confusion of ideas to
suppose that the tense of yéyove could indicate this. The circumstances
of the allegorical are represented as if they really happened. The
mistake is not original : for the note appears to be an unacknowledged
reproduction of Lindau, ‘uer’ odpavod yéyover, i.e. 1@ Ay nudv.
Aliter enim hoc verbi tempore scriptor uti non potuit.’

42 D-E. The Creator is represented as ceasing from his activity as
creator after he had made the divine part of the human soul, and
committing the task of creating all that remained to the other gods—
rols véois mapédwke Oeols : and then comes the following, 42 E, kai 6
Wy 8 &mavra rabra diardfas uever &v T@ éavrod kard Tpdmov Hfev
wévovros 8¢ voijoavres of maides Ty Tod matpds dudralw émelfovro alrh
xal AaBdvres &0dvarov &pxiw Ovmrod (Jov x.T.A. (these gods are then
represented as beginning their part in the creation). We must here
give the whole of the note ; it is a foretaste of the author’s interpre-
tation of the philosophical parts of the dialogue.

{uevev &v 7§ éavrod. This phrase is significant. Plato does not say that the Snuovpyds
returned to his own #80s, but that he was ‘abiding therein’ The imperfect expresses
that not only after he had given these instructions but previously also, he was abiding.
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The eternal essence, while manifesting iteelf in multiplicity, still abides in unity. TR
process of thought-evolution does not affect the nature of thought as it is in itsel
thought while many and manifold is one and simple still.” (Tbe translation has ‘G
was abiding after the manner of his own nature.”)

It is a pity that all this philosophy should be occasioned by a mis
take as to a tense. The text is an instance of a well-known usags
discussed in the grammars. In narration an imperfect is sometim €
introduced after an aorist with nearly the meaning of an aorist, but
describe the beginning of an activity or state, and often can be rex
dered by ¢ proceeded to.” Here, after the aorist diard{as, we have suc
an imperfect &ueve, which represents the entrance upon a state afte
the action of the aorist participle, not one which existed before arm
during that action. Had Plato intended the latter he would haw
written diardoowy. Thus Plato does exactly mean that ¢ the dnuiovg
yos returned to his own #jfos,” and the translation should be ¢afte
ordaining all this, he abode in his own accustomed nature.” But,as®
the other passage, the immediate context ought to have made mistals
impossible. uévovros 8¢ vofjcavres o maides THY Tod warpds didrafe
x.T.A. (see above). Here pévovros refers back to Zueve as the point a
which the activity of the inferior gods begins; and in the editor”
interpretation it would be flat and meaningless, though standing in ax
emphatic position.

As often happens with the editor, the mistake is not even original
It is in Martin, who, however, only thinks this interpretation :
possible one, and does not decide, much less base so much upon it.

11 y a dans la phrase grecque une ambiguité que je conserve en la traduisant. Cett
phrase peut signifier soit que Dieu, tout en agissant pour produire le monde, restai
cependant toujours dans le méme état, soit qu’il restait dans son état accoutumé aprd
en 8tre sorti un instant pour former le monde. Dans ce dernier sens, les mnots uévoyrc
3¢ signifieraient que les dieux, voyant que Dieu avait terminé son ceuvre, commenctren
celle qu'il leur avait prescrite. Proclus parait opter pour le premier sens, tout en essayan
de le combiner avec le second.

As akin to this we may add the explanation of Adyos in 51 C
though not a grammatical mistake. Plato asks whether the par
ticulars perceived by the senses are the only reality, and whether it i
a mistake to say that the ideas are real, so that ‘fire in general’ a
apart from particulars is a mere phrase—daAAd pdryv éxdorore elval 7
papev eldos éxdaTov vonTdy, 76 8¢ oddév &p v WARw Adyos. Stallbaun
rightly renders ¢ vana oratio,” but the editor thinks he finds somethin;
deeper. By Adyos Plato means a mental concept, or universal
the question is in fact between Socraticism and Platonism ; that is t
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say, between conceptualism and idealism.” Of course Adyos is here in
its familiar opposition to reality, the philosophic distinction attributed
to Plato exists merely in the editor’s imagination.

It may be here also noted that the translation misses the idiom—
4p’ jv—the imperfect after a number of present tenses, and with &pa,
‘but we talk idly when we speak of an intelligible idea as actually
existent, whereas it was nothing but a conception’— it should be
‘ whereas it turns out to have been all the while nothing but a
phrase.’

In 48D an impossible force is given to the adverb éumpocOev.
wetpdoopar undevds Nrrov elkdra, palov 8, xal &umpogfer &m' apxijs
wepl éxdorov kai fvpmdvrov Aéyew. This very difficult passage has
been discussed by C. F. Hermann !, and here again the editor seems
unaware of the view held by the scholar whose text he chiefly follows.
His own note is, ¢ Stallbaum, who joins pa\lov 3¢ with what follows,
Proposes to read kara ra &umposfer. But no change is necessary.
&umpoofer means © where we were before,”” viz. at the starting-point of
the inquiry. I think Martin is justified in his rendering “revenant
sur mes pas jusqu’au commencement.”’ > The translation has ¢I will
Strive to give an explanation which is no less probable than another,
but more so ; returning back to describe from the beginning each and
&l things.” This is a somewhat complicated error. In the first place,
E Ynpocfer could mean ¢ where we were before,” that cannot of itself
Qenote so determinate a point as the beginning of the enquiry. Per-
haps the editor really meant that &=’ dpxijs was an epexegesis of it.
ut umposfer can no more mean ¢ where we were before’ than wdAac
<>ould mean ‘ where we were long ago.’” Thirdly, the editor does not
©bserve that he is not even translating &umposfer by ¢ where we were
TWoefore,’ for he does not take &umposfev . . . Aéyew = ¢ to describe every-
“&hing where we were before,” which would make no sense, and certainly
ot the sense he requires.

He is putting still more into éumposfer, for the sense he gives the
passage can only be got by taking &umpoofev . . . Aéyew as equivalent
to ¢ to describe everything deginning from where we were before, viz.
at the beginning.” The editor’s own remark on Lindau’s suggestion
(‘ which is not Greek, as I think’) is a just criticism of his own.

! Jen. Literaturzeitung 1842 N*. 33, referred to in the Engelmann edition where the
reference (N*. 31) is incorrect.

3 Lindau suggests ud@Alov # xar’ &umposlev. kar’ Eumpoofev does not seem to be

found, but it seems in itself nearly as possible a formation as karémodev or kabimepfev and
%0 hardly deserves the sneer.



[ 90 1]

There is another matter in the earlier part of the same sentence.
The rendering ¢ the value of a probable account’ is given for Hp réaw

elkérwr Adywv SYvapw, which is of course only a periphrasis for rovs
elxdras Adyovs.

53. Next will be given some mistakes or inaccuracies in the rend er-
ing of prepositions.

20 B, &wwopodroyioar’ odv kowj oxeyduevor mpds Yuas avrods els v
dvramoddoew por Ta T@y Adywr féma. ¢ Accordingly you consultced
together and agreed to entertain me at this time with a return  feemst
of reason.”’ els with adverbial expressions of time has for one of ts
meanings (like the German ¢bis’) the designation of the time ¢ Wby
which’ something is to happen : as here, where els viv means ¢ oy #Ko-
day,” as the context shews. (The context also shews that in all prol—mma-
bility oxeydueror is wrongly taken and that it should be taken a8

part of the object clause after fuvwpoloyrjoare—* you agreed that wheen
you had considered the matter in concert,” &c.)

25 E, odx &md oxdmov is rendered unerrmgly The phrase, as is
well known, means ¢ to the purpose’—¢ & propos.’

24 B. The Egyptian priest says of the laws of his country 7o & e
wepl Tijs Pppoviicews, dpds wov Tov vipov Thde Somy émypéheiar imovjcam=—"
evfds kar’ &pxas mwepi Te TOV Kéopov &mavra x.s.A. This is rende: )
¢ Again as regards knowledge you see kow careful our law is in it
Jirst principles, investigating the laws of nature,’ &c. eifds xar’ dpx =

is of course ‘at the very outset,” and émpuéeiar émonjouro must b—=
joined with wepi Te TOv xdopov x.7.A.

wapd is rendered wrongly in 53B. 76 3¢ §} dwwarov Gs kdAAioTae
dpiord Te €€ ol ofrws exdvrwv Tov Oedv alra fumordvai, wapd wdrree
Uty &s del Todro Aeydpevov vmapxérm, ‘ And that God formed them to
be most fair and perfect, not having been so heretofore, must above alZ
things be the foundation whereon our account is for ever based.

The last clause (mapd wdvra k.7.\.) simply means that Plato lays
down the principle once for all that God made the best he could out of
matter, and that this (without further express repetition) is to be
taken as always understood throughout (wapd) the whole account of
creation which follows. The editor beside misconstruing wapd seems
to have missed the sense altogether. One must wonder how he takes
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the words. It should be observed that in the first clause, the editor
omits §j dvvardy altogether from his translation; these words are very
important, for, as will appear, they are a serious difficulty (among
many similar ones) in the way of the views the editor adopts on
Plato’s philosophy.

54. In the use of the article there are inaccuracies.

In 48 C, for which see above (par. 44), 70 @y &yxvprlwy stands, as
Galen says, for ¢ the whole apparatus of the éyxvpria,” not ¢ for one of
the éyxidpria” The editor, after saying ‘Galen warns us against
baking this ““one of the &yxipria,”’ continues, ‘ He understands wAd-
cavov, in which he is probably right” Of course wAdkavor is not to
be understood. We have simply the well-known idiomatic periphrasis
with the neuter article. 70 7@y éyxvpriwv is well rendered by Martin
“ I’ensemble des petites nasses.” There are any number of instances of
this idiom in Plato: cf. just below, 79 C, 75 7év omf&v. Stallbaum,
as would be expected of such a scholar, gives the right account, ‘73
r&v éyxvpriwy per periphrasin dictum pro 7a éyxipria’ Galen explains
70 7@y &yxvprlwy by 70 7@y &yxvprlwy wAdkarov in the passage which
has been quoted above, par. 44, p. 72; but it does not follow that he
made the mistake of thinking that wAdkavor was actually to be
supplied in Plato’s Greek.

60D, the ordinary reading is ylyverar 7o puéhav xpdpa &ov Aifos.
The editor reads &wv with A, and translates ‘a certain stone of a
black colour,” with the note ¢ the vulgate éov cannot be construed at
all : & v is supported by A, but the article is not wanted with péhav
xpédpa.” Objecting to Hermann’s emendation and that in the Engel-
mann edition, he finally proposes that éwv should be kept and ¢
inserted thus—é 70 péav xpépa Ewv Alfos. He does not seem to
realise the necessity of explaining what this would mean for the
neuter article could not stand at all before uéav xpépa if ¢ a stone of
a black colour’ was all that was meant, it could only stand with
some exceptional significance such as ¢ the black colour we have been
speaking of ” or ¢ the well-known black colour.’

A possible emendation seems to be to read 6 for ré. (Just above the
vulgate appears to have had before Stallbaum 7@ yéve. for ¢ yéve:.)

51 A, 6y mdvrov del Te dvrwy. To Stallbaum’s proposal to omit re
is objected, ¢ Plato would probably have written wdvrwv tév dei Svrav.
On the contrary the position of the article in rév wdvrwv éei Svrov is



not only parallel to a known usage in Attic prose found in the pluram.l
as well as the singular, but also suits Plato’s usage of the article am «d
his general tendency to hyperbaton. Riddell quotes 7o Ovmrov wGev
(@ov Laws 732 E and Phaedo 100 A 7év &\\wv émdvrev dvter. (-
the latter place a later hand has added in one MS.—not the best——
dmdvrey Tév Svrwy.) Compare also 1a dudorepa oroixeia Theaetetu —ms
203 C (cit. Kiihn.), and ra wdvra (oroixeia). The position of was woull 4
seem in the passage before us to give an emphasis which exactly sui-#s
the sense. The editor with his usual inconsistency finally sugges®—s
that perhaps del more Svrwy should be read, producing the exact orde==!
which he makes an objection to Stallbaum. Before getting to thams
however he says ¢ I think the text may be defended as it stands, del ™
Svrwv being added to explain what is meant by rév wdvror—all things==
that is, all eternal existences.” This is rather a priori scholarshir—==
The grammars, according to which the use of r¢ to connect single notion.=
is not common, do not seem to give instances where it adds an equiva—
lent or explanatory notion, as xal often does; and we doubt altogethemss
the possibility of its introducing the limitation of a previous notion——
as it would in the editor’s explanation. In any case the editor i=
unconscious that he is assuming a construction, which, in his ownms
language, ¢sorely needs defence.” A parallel to 6y wdvrov del re=
évroy—*all things, that is all eternal existences,” would be o?d¢» xprjor—
pdv Te émpdx Oy, nothing, that is nothing useful was effected,” which
is impossible. Or (a nearer parallel) ol wdvres plofwrol Te Epvyor—
¢all the soldiers, that is the mercenary part of them, fled.’

It may be suggested that the original was possibly rév wdvrev
vonrdv del T€ SyTwy, comparing 37 A Ty vonrdy &el Te Srrov. Homeeo-
teleuton would account for the loss of vonréy. The proposal to write
vonrév instead of wdvrwr mentioned by the editor comes doubtless
from the note to the Engelmann translation.

55. Passing to the construction of clauses we may quote the follow-
ing as an instance of inaccurate vindication of the obvious.

40 C (of the planets, their conjunctions, occultations, &c.), pef’ ofori-
vas te én{mpoolev &AAjAois Nuiv T€ kata xpdvovs ofiorivas &aoroi kara-
kaA¥rTovTar kal wdAw dvadavduevor PpdBovs kal onuela TGy pera Tabra
yevnoopévwy Tols o Svvauévois Aoyileabar méumovot.

This sentence is certainly. complex and involved, but I see no sufficient reason for
meddling with the text. The chief causes of offence are (1) the repeated interrogative
ped’ oliorwvas—oblorwas, (2) the position of 7e after Huiv. Stallbaum would read xard
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xptvovs ivds. I think, however, that the MS. reading may be defended as a double

indirect interrogative: a construction which, though by far less common than the double

direct interrogative, is yet quite & good one; cf. Soph. Antig. 1341 old’ éxa Gwa wpds

sirepy 3. .The literal rendering of the clause will then be ¢behind what stars at
what times they pass before one another and are now severally hidden from us, now
again reappearing,” &c. The 7e after Huiv really belongs to xaraxpizrovrar and is
answered by the following xaf, quasi Huiv ... xaraxpbxrovral 7€ Kal dvagawipevor . .
réuxovs.  For the irregular position of r¢ compare Thuk. iv. 115 ol 32 'Afnvaior fub-
rarré re b padrov rexioparos kal dx’ olkidv dwdrfes Exovody. And instances might be
multiplied.

The editor evidently thinks he is doing something new in recog-
nising this construction and in applying it to this passage. If so he
is mistaken in both points. The passage is translated as a case of the
double indirect interrogative in Professor Jowett’s translation, with
which the editor tells us he is acquainted, and in the Engelmann
translation which he has used only in the preceding page. In a note
to the latter, however, Stallbaum’s emendation is preferred. The
comstruction itself does not need defence, it is recognised in Grammars;
a.xad as to its rarity, it is familiar and common enough with §sos and
2Tosand their combinations. The illustration which the editor gives
L= unfortunate, because it is at least doubtful; it is probably not a
A cuble indirect interrogative at all, but a confusion of construc-
E3ons suited to the #6os of the speech in which it occurs. The
“<nstructions which appear to be combined are 09d’ &w 8ma 3w and
R ¥ w mpds mérepov Bw.

The editor fails to remark on the unusual order of the words, which
Xy have kept Stallbaum from thinking of the double indirect inter-
X=ogative, and induced the Engelmann editor, though translating the
Cext with a double interrogative, to prefer Stallbaum’s emendation ;
#carda xpdvovs oforivas would naturally begin the clause to which it
belongs and precede fuiv Te.

As for the second ‘ chief cause of offence,’ it would be surprising to
¥ind that anyone thought the position of 7e ¢ a cause of offence,” and

“was tempted thereby to ‘meddle with the text.” There are in Plato
some sufficiently bold ¢ trajections’ of ¢, but here Stallbaum (who is
3n general careful in his commentaries on Plato’s dialogues to note the
position of re) remarks, ¢ Nam quod re post fuiv interpositum est, ita
quidem ut sequenti xal respondeat, id nullam molestiam afferet iis
qui voculam ad totam hanc pijow pertinere reputaverint’ The
“irregular position’ of re follows one of the regular rules, viz. that
when two clauses are joined by re—«al, re may follow the first word
in the first clause, the two clauses being considered as wholes. Here
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we have two clauses with two finite verbs, karaxkaAimrovra: and
wéumovo, and fuly is the first word in the first clause : it is therefore
inadequate to represent it as properly belonging to xarax. and irregu-
larly detached from it. The position of #uiv itself in relation to the
clauses (apart from the position of oforwas) conforms to a known
rule, Kiihner § 520, A. 5, b.

The case is really simpler than the instance given from Thucydides ;
though the two are akin, the editor does not note the distinction. His
note is otherwise crude; he merely leaves the position of re as an
irregularity in both passages, not explaining it—which is like the
old-fashioned way of thinking it enough to call a changed construction
an anacoluthon. In fact it is rather characteristic of the editor to give
grammatical notes which are useless to the average scholar, and which
supply inaccurate or imperfect information to the student who needs a
note, instead of referring him to some grammar where the subject is
adequately discussed, or to a note by some critical authority. There
are excellent notes by Stallbaum on e in various Platonic dialogues,
as well as by Kiihner, who refers to him. The editor passes a much
more noteworthy case of 7e¢ in 65D without any remark (but then
there is none in Stallbaum) ra 8¢ Todrwy Te pyunricd xkal wav T6 wEPL THY
yAérray émomAdvovra. The editor joins ra Tobrwy, like Martin, the
Engelmann editor, and Jowett.

With the foregoing defence of the double interrogative may be
associated another note, on the same passage, of a like naiveté. For
the ordinary rois dvvapévois the editor reads rois o dwvapévois with
Hermann and Paris A. The negative seems to give a good sense,
and grammatically it would be an instance of a very familiar idiom.
But the editor after explaining the sense, gravely stands on his defence
for the grammar. ¢If it be objected that the negative ought to be
p1, I should reply that this is one of many cases where the negative
coheres so closely with the participle as practically to form one word :
cf. Isok. de pace § 13.... There vobv odx &ovras= dvoijrovs, as here od
dvvapévois= ddvvarodow.” The supposed objector would really be in
such an elementary stage as to require more help than the editor gives
him, and he might even be misled into supposing that the usage was
only with participles, for the editor only speaks of participles and
quotes a passage where o? is similarly joined with a participle.

56. On the other hand through unacquaintance with a known idiom,
the editor believes himself to be restoring Plato’s words in 86 C—t 8
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owéppa Sre moAY kal puddes mepi TOV pveAdv ylyverar kal xafamepel Sév-
dpov moAvkapwdrepoy Tod Lvppérpov mepukos ).  All the MSS. appear to
read ylyvera:. Stallbaum says on meguxos 7j ‘Continuavit enim scriptor
verborum constructionem perinde ac si praecessisset Sr¢ &v woAY
ylyvyras, h. e. édv T yuyvirar, neque alia est haec structurae mutatio,
quam si post e et indicativum deinde édv cum conjunctivo infertur. . . .
Ne vero omissione particulae &» offendaris, Menon p. 92 E, ére . . .
érdxn ... Aleib. 1. 134 E, ¢ yap éfovola 3},” and also quotes Laws
737 B and Matthiae Gk. Gr. The editor conjectures ylyryra:, and
prints it in his text with the note—‘I believe this slight alteration
restores Plato’s sentence. ke wvulgate ylyvera. xal canmot possibly
stand. . . . Of the omission of &v with the relative instances are to be
found in Attic prose: see Thucyd. IV. xvii. 2, ol pév Bpaxeis dpxéot,
M) moMois xpficbar. And above in 57 B we have the very similar
construction wplv . . . égbyn; and so, Laws 873 A, mpiv . . . xouloy.’

The vulgate (i.e. the reading of all the MSS. and editions)

«ertainly can stand, and there is no reason for ¢meddling with the
text.” The editor must be unaware that the combination in the same
ssentence of the indicative and the subjunctive with the relative is
arecognised in the grammars. Madvig quotes Dem. 22. 22, airla éorly,
Srav Tis Yih@ xpnoduevos Ay uy wapdoxnrar wioTw, dv Aéye, ENeyxas
D¢, 8rav, dv dv elmy Tis, kal T@An0%s Suod delfn : Kiihner quotes Isaeus
3. 60 8oot pév karakimwot . . . 8oot 8¢ . . . elowotobyrar. A passage of
®Thucydides from which Kiihner quotes only a relative clause with a
ssubjunctive without &, contains also one with the indicative—a well
Tknown place, IV. xvili. 4, coppdvwr d¢ dvdpdy olrwes rayada é&s
LpdlBoloy aodpards &evro . . . Tdv Te woAepov voulowor x.7.A. Poppo
«uotes besides Thucyd. II. 44, 1, IV. g2, 1, Xen.! Anab. L. g, 27,
aand Dem. c. Theoer. § 63, 6ndooi. . .7 viv elolv év 7¢ decuwrnplo,
2) 70 Aowmdy karareddoi. 'The superiority of Stallbaum’s note is
©bvious.

The rest also of the editor’s note on the omission of &» is crude and
Anadequate, considering what has been written on the subject. There
;are important notes by Stallbaum, referred to by Kiihner, on Laws
920D and other passages, which should have been made use of, or
referred to (supposing the editor knew them), if he handles the subject
at all. The quotations Stallbaum gives on the present passage are
muach needed in the editor’s note—instances of the relative with

*  The passage from Xenophon is a real instance—the indicative with relative in one
clanse, and the optative (without d») with relative in the other, for the latter is oratio
obliqus for the relative with subjunctive and dv.
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subjunctive and without &v from Plato’s own text!. The instance he
has taken from another author is not exactly happy, Thuec. IV, xvii. 2.
The passage in full is émyxdpiov dv 7piv, o pév Bpaxels dpxdore,
py moAols xpfiofar, mAeloor 3¢, &v § v kawpds 3} Siddoxovrds T
TGy wpotpyov Adyois 70 déov mpdooew. It will be observed that there
are two subjunctive relative clauses, the first without and the second
with . It may therefore well be contended that this is not a case
of the simple omission of &v which it is intended to illustrate, but
that it belongs to a special class of passages distinguished in grammars
and in Stallbaum’s note on Laws 920 D, where the &v of one clause
seems in a way to do duty for both. When two or more clauses
which should have &v are connected by coordinate conjunctions, it is
the rule to put &» only once. It is true that it is generally in the
first clause, but Kiihner points out that sometimes it is the second
clause which has the &, though this is rare. (Riddell gives instances
in Plato of d» understood from the previous clause. Stallbaum in Iis
note on the Laws gives instances from Plato in which the clauses are
not even coordinate ones.) The passage from Thucydides, therefore,
is at least a disputable one, and the editor might have found much
better in a grammar.

67. 24 B, &ru 8¢ 5 tijs émAloews alrdy oxlois donldwy xal dopdrc>?:
is rendered ¢ furthermore #here is the fashion of their arming wAth
spears and shields,” but it should be, ¢ their fashion of arming is wath
spears and shields.” Stallbaum rightly says ¢ cohaerent enim verba s&C :
& ® ) oxéois adrdy tijs émhicews &orl oxéos domldwy kai SopdTem V-
Jowett also translates rightly.

59E, ra 8¢ 3 mAelora Dddrwv eldn kT ... fpmav pév 10 yéw”OS
KT ... xUpou Aeyduevo.. Here the rendering ‘are called by t=I€
class-name of saps,” does not fulfil the promise in the preface, thm 2t
the translation is to save some notes by shewing how the editor thin <8
the Greek should be taken, for it misses the idiom, and proceeds as if
Aeyduevor (with elol understood) were made equivalent to Aéyorrec2*:
A more accurate rendering would be * are, taking the class as a who H€>
saps, so-called,’” i. e. ‘ the so-called saps.’

The grammatical note in 41 A, a passage already referred to, shewr® 2

1 The passages with piv given by the editor (Tim. 57 B, Laws 872 A) are those whii <P
Stallbaum associates with the present passage in a note referred to in his commenta-2*Y
on the first of them (Timaeus 57 B).
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rather a confusion of ideas, feol Oedv, Sv éyd dnuiovpyds marip re

pyor, & 3 duod yevdpueva &vra &uod ye pi E0éhovrost T uiv odv 33
debv mav Avrdy k.r.\. (see above, par. 18).

dv &y Snuiovpyds warfp Te dpyaw] These words are almost as much debated as the
preceding. (1) The clause may be taken in apposition with feof : sc. &pya, dv v Snpu-
ovpyls marfip re: (3) &v may be governed by épywy, as Stallbaum takesit: (3) or by
dnpuovpybs. Tt can hardly be doubted that the interpretation is to be preferred which
best lends itself to the majestic flow of Plato’s rhythm ; and on that ground I should
give the preference to the last, making v masculine: ‘ whose maker am I and father of
warks which through me coming into being &c.' The construction will thus really
follow the same principle as the familiar idiom whereby a demonstrative is substituted
for the relative in the second member of a relative clause : as for inst in Euthydemus
301 E rafira fyei 0d elvas, dv &v dpfps xal ¢f gou abrois xpfiabas § 7. &v Bovrp.

It is difficult to see what the editor can have been thinking of, for
f course there is nothing analogous to a ¢ demonstrative substituted
Or a relative in the second member,” nor does his rendering throw
‘ght on his explanation.

Perhaps the true explanation of the construction may simply be
2at &ywv & 30 éuod «.7.A. is related to marip like an adjective, and
'en the whole expression marjp &ywv & k7. is coordinate with
'Meovpyds, and, like it, governs &v.

8§8. Instances might be multiplied, but we will turn to usages more
'ecially Platonic.

If the editor had studied Riddell he would have known how common
Vperbaton is in Plato. As it is he constantly gets wrong in passages
here it occurs.

19 C, 53ws yap &v Tov Adyg diefidvros dxodoaiy’ dv, &0hovs ods wohis
M\ei, rofrovs atmiy dyonlopévny mpds moéhets dAAas mpemdvrws, €ls
£ aréAepov ddicopéry, xal & TG woleuelv T4 mposiikovra &modidodoay
i wadelg kv A, This is rendered ‘I would fain listen to one who
*picted her engaged in a becoming manner with other countries
- those étruggles which cities must undergo, and going to war,
td when at war shewing a result worthy of her training,” &ec.

Paris A has els ye mdheuov. 7€ read by Hermann is really Bekker’s
mjecture. The editor who follows Hermann gives re without saying
here it comes from, and without understanding its construction,
i his translation shews. The re=°both’ and is of course correlative
' the xal before év 7§ moleueiv; it is best construed as if after
dendvrws; it does not coerdinate ddixopévmy with dywmlopévny as
‘e editor supposes. The reason of its apparent displacement is
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simple. mpemdvrws is to apply to two cases, the manner in which the
state enters on a war, and its manner of prosecuting it. Thus the
two clauses follow mpemdvrws quite naturally, re coming after the first
word of the first—els woAeuor dgpixouévny, and «al introducing the
second clause, which should strictly have been of some such form as év
7@ moAépg &ywvilopévny, but the idea of mpemdvrws instead of being
understood, is expressed over again in a different form, and thus a
word like dywnlouévny with mpemdvrws understood is replaced by the
phrase ra mposikovra dmodidodoay 1 wadelg. It may be noticed, as
we are on this passage, that the translation also misses the sense of
&0hovs obs mihis &OAei, which is not ¢those struggles which a city
must undergo,’” but ¢ national contests,” as opposed to the more usual
and proper sense of &fAo. which has occurred just above, ¢contests
of individuals.” And there again in the latter place the translation
is wrong, xal 7¢ T®v Tols ocdpact dokolvrwy mpooiikew kard THY dywvlay
&0Xodvra, ‘putting info active ewercise the qualities which seemed to
belong to their form;’ this loses the point, for xarda ™w dywviav
&0Aodvra (of the individual creature) corresponds to &0A ovs, ods wdAis
&0Aet, TovTovs atmiy dywviopévnu.

There is a precisely similar placing of re in 23 C, where the editor
fails again—ijv yap . . . 1) viv *Afpvaloy odga wdAis dploy mpds Te TOV
wé\epov kal xarda wdvra edvopwrdrny Siapepdvrws. The translation
has ¢ was foremost both in war and in all besides, and her laws were
exceedingly righteous above all cities.” The editor appears to construe
as if putting a comma between ndvra and elvopwrdr; in any case
he mistakes the true construction and gives a wrong sense. The
explanation is quite the same in principle as in 19 C; dplom belongs
to both the expressions joined by re and «xaf, viz. mpos mdAepov and
xard wdvra ebvopwrdry k.T.A., only the latter has been varied from
its strictly grammatical form, which might be, e. g. xard wdvra 7a
mepl Ty woAirelay or xara wacav edvoulav. ‘Exceedingly righteous’
gives a wrong turn to edvopwrdrn which rather means ¢with the
most orderly constitution.’

19 E, 76 3¢ 76v godiordy yévos . . . poBodpat . . . wi wws ... doroxoms
dpa Phocddpwr avdpdv 7 kai moAirikdy. Stallbaum is surely right
in joining dua ¢ihocdpwy kal moArikéy, ‘men who are at once
philosophers and statesmen.” This is required by the general sense.
Compare also just below, yévos . .. dua duporépwy (i.e. both philo-
sophy and statesmanship) ¢ioer peréxor. The editor misled by the
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order of the words renders ‘I am afraid . . . they may somehow fall
short in their conception of philosophers and statesmen,” thus entirely
losing the point of the passage. The position of 5 comes under the
section of Riddell’s chapter on hyperbaton entitled *grammatical
governments intermingled by hyperbaton.’ He gives (for place of
a verb) mpds t({ Tobr’ elmes PBAéYas; compare also below, 23C, &
@ ... % wo\is &ori Ta viv pdrv; 78C, Ta pev odv &dov éx wupds
oweorfioaro Tod wAoxdvov &mavra. The position of adwdpdv is not
a difficult hyperbaton. ’

With this may be associated the note upon 67 B, already mentioned
in another connection. The Greek is 8Aws ptv odv Ppwryy OGuer v
O drov 9m' dépos &yxedpdhov Te kai alparos péxp Yvyis mANyw dia-
ddopéymy. In his note the editor governs éyxédpdrov and afuaros by
7Apyfv and says ‘the construction of all these genitives is a little
puzzling. Stallbaum constructs éyxeddahov 7€ kai afparos with 3ud,
but the interposition of ¥n’ &épos surely renders this indefensible.’
As we have seen! the editor may be right in his construction, but the
reason given for it is entirely wrong ; the remark on the interposition
of in° &épos ignores the ordinary feature of hyperbaton. In the
‘intermingling of grammatical governments’ a member of one con-
struction is intruded among those of another. It is a mistake to
suppose that the resulting ambiguity makes the construction ‘inde-
fensible.” On the contrary, it is well known that the use of
hyperbaton is often harsh, and does cause obscurity, in prose as
well as poetry. Cf. Eur. Medea 12, drddvovoa pév ¢uvyji molirdv
dv dplxero x06va. Kithner remarks specially on this fact (one of
his instances seems wrong) and refers to Poppo on Thucydides. Again
in 68 A Plato gives an awkward position to genitives which might
have easily been avoided, o 3¢ rovrwy ad perafd mupds yévos (not
hyperbaton). Compare again Gorg. 469D, xdv Twa 3d&y por Tijs
reparijs adr@v kareayéva. deiv—where airdy belongs to rwa (Riddell).
The editor might have learnt something from the considerable number
of undoubted cases of hyperbaton in this very dialogue. To what we
have already quoted may be added 17 B, x8és mov t6v o Euod pnbév-
Twy Aywy wepl mohirelas v 70 kepdAatov: 50 B, 6 adrde 3% Adyos kai
Tepl riis Ta wdvra dexopévns cdpara Picews: 53D, ras 8’ & Tovrwy
dpxas dvwbev Oeds olde (quoted by Riddell also): 51A, ¢ ra Téw
Tdirov del Te Syrwv kard wav éavrod moANdkis ddopoiduara KaAds
Rélorry déxedfar mdvrwv &ktds adT@ mpooiiker mepukévar TGV €lddy :

! Paragraph 35.
G2
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60 A, térrapa 3¢, 8oa Eumvpa ldn, diadavii pdioTa yevdpeva elAngper
dvdpara adrév: 70 A, 6md7 &' tijs axpomdlews T¢ émrdypart kal Adye
pndapf) welfeobar éxdv é0éot.

In the present passage the hyperbaton would not be particularly
difficult, and the editor contradicts his note by actually rendering in
the translation in the manner which the note pronounces indefensible,
‘a stroke transmitted through the ears by the air and passed through
the brain and the blood to the soul.” In the De Plac. Phil. the
words are also thus construed . The grammatical reason which there
seems to be in favour of the view in the note has been overlooked by
the editor., It would be natural that re and xaf should be correlative
(éyxepdrov Te xal afuaros), and then re would not couple éyxedpdiov
and drwv.

We may give some further specimens of the editor’s difficulties
with hyperbaton.

35 A, 7ijs dueploTov xal del kara TadTa éxolons ovolas kal Tis ad
wepl TG odpara yiyvopévns pepioriis, Tplrov &€ Gugoty, &y péoe Euvexe-
pdoaro obolas eldos, Tijs Te TadTod Pioews xal Tis Oarépov, kal kara
rabra évvéomnoer &y péog Tob Te Guepods alrdy kal Tod kata Td cduara
pepLoTod.

‘First,’ says the editor, ‘a word concerning the Greek. The geni-
tives rijs dueplorov . . . peptorils might well enough be taken with
Proklos as dependent on & péoe. I think, however, they are to be
considered as in a somewhat loose anticipative apposition to & dugoiv,
with which words the constrtiction becomes determinate.’ Proclus is
obviously right, and completely confirmed by the repetition just below
of the same thing—¢&» uéog rod re duepods alrdy xal Tob karata cdpara
pepiorod. The editor’s view is another specimen of a priori scholar-
ship, and is indeed ¢ somewhat loose’ An ‘anticipative’ construction
should certainly be of the same form as that which it anticipates, and
so here the genitive r#js dueplorov x.7.A. should have the same preposi-
tion (éx) as dugolv. An exact parallel to what is proposed by the
editor would be rols worduois xai rois dpeau Ths *Aclas év dupdrepois
evplokerat Xpvods or T&Y Xpnoipwy Kai T@y kaAdy wAeloTn Tepl duporé-
pov &udioBirnals &ori, where the construction of the genitives would
not ‘become determinate’ till the words mepl dudorépwr2 This one
may venture to think impossible Greek.

1 See above, par. 35.

? The known poetical idiom whereby the second only of two nouns has a preposition
which belongs to both does not apply here and is not what the editor means.
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The reader will have observed that the editor seldom makes one
mistake at a time. In the present passage he makes another, and
a conspicuous one. He translates riis a? wepl Ta odpara yiyvopévns
weptariis ¢ that which becomes divided in material bodies.” The phrase
just quoted is opposed to rijs dueploTov kai &el xata TadTa éxovans
obaias : thus ywyvopévms is opposed to del xara Tadra éxovons, and as
the latter means ¢ belonging to the world of changeless Being,’ so the
other means ‘belonging to the world of change and Becoming,’ exactly
as if Tijs ad wepl T4 odpara pepioTis kal yiyuopérns were written.

The editor adds, ¢ Stallbaum is certainly wrong in connecting them
(i. e. the genitives rijs dueplorov x.7.A.) with €ldos 1.

It is not absolutely clear how Stallbaum construes. He joins
&uvexépaaaro €ldos Tijs dpeploTov k.T.A., and it certainly looks as though
the genitive rijs dueploTov x.7.A. was taken as a kind of genitive of
material (especially as he supposes &£ dugoiv per redundantiam quan-
dam interjectum), which is at least Greek.

29 B, 70D pev odv poviuov xal BeBalov kai pera vod xarapavods povi-
povs kal dperamtdrovs, kad’ oov oldy Te dveAéyxrois mpooriker Adyois
€lvar kal dxunjros, Tovrov del undey E\Aelmew: Tovs 8¢ ToD mWpds pév
&xelvo dmeikacbévros, Svros d¢ elxdvos, elxdras ava Adyor te éxelvov
Svras® & 1 mep wpds yéveaw odala, Tobro Mpos wloTw dNijbeia.

The note is—

Some corruption has clearly found its way into this sentence. It seems to me that
the gimplest remedy is to reject olov, which I think may have arisen from a duplication
of 8cov. By the omission the sentence becomes perfectly grammatical. Stallbaum,
reading xal before xad’ Eoov, alters dveréyrrois, Abyors, dxwfiTois to the accusative and
writes 8¢ for 8¢t. This method does indeed produce a sentence that can be construed ;
but it involves larger alterations of the text, and the position of the word Adyous seems
extremely unsatisfactory. I cannot therefore concede his claim to have restored
Plato’s words. According to my version of the sentence elva: must be supplied with
povipovs xal dueramrdrovs.

The position of the word Adyovs, instead of being extremely un-
satisfactory, is greatly in favour of Stallbaum, for it would be an
idiomatic and elegant hyperbaton, such as might be found in any
Greek writer. The predicates povlpovs, duerantdrovs are naturally put
first so as to be near to povlmwov and PBeBaiov, and the sentence
with so many acc. masculines is made less heavy by associating

1 This seems an echo of Martin ¢ M. Stallbaum, par une inversion non moins forcée et
non moins utile, prétend faire dépendre ces deux génitifs du substantif eldos.’
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Adyovs, which would be expected in the place proper to the subject,
with the other two predicates. The hyperbaton is rather apparent than
real, for probably the strict grammatical analysis is that rovs Adyovs
understood from the preceding context is subject, and Adyovs dveAéyx-
tovs is predicate!. This then is another instance of the author’s
misunderstanding of the order of words. But there are several other
matters to note. It is after all an advantage in an emendation that
it ¢ produces a sentence which can be construed ;’ the editor’s may just
construe, but that is all. It is as clumsy and obscure as Stallbaum’s
is elegant and clear. In the editor’s version we must supply not merely
€lva, as he says, but 3l Adyovs elvai, and not only here, but in the next
sentence (rods 8¢ . .. dyras). It is doubtful whether Plato could have
written a sentence with such harsh construction and harsh rhythm.
(The editor commends his view of the interpretation of 41 A fin. on
the ground that it suits the ¢ majestic flow of Plato’s rhythm.’)

As the editor minimises what has to be supplied to help out his text,
80 he exaggerates the changes Stallbaum makes. Stallbaum does not
insert xal and change 3¢ to 3¢l merely on his own authority, as the
note would certainly make the reader suppose. «ai is found in a
number of MSS. (13) according to Stallbaum, though not in Paris A ;
it could easily have been lost before xard : 3¢, as Stallbaum says, is the
correction of ¢t in Paris A itself. The editor’s omission of olor is not
quite original, for Stallbaum says tb2 vulgate before him omitted
oldv Te.

There is another circumstance in favour of Stallbaum’s reading
which he himself has not perceived. In rodrou 3¢ undtv é\Aelmew he
takes Tovrov us referring to the whole condition povlpovs kal duera-
wrdrovs Kal dveAéyxrovs kai dkwrjrovs elvar. But we get an excellent
sense if rovrov refers to 7od povluov xal BeBalov. ¢The arguments
which deal with what is lasting and stable, must in no way be
inadequate to it (todrov undev éAAelmew), but be themselves like it,
lasting and stable (uovipovs xal BeBalovs).” This sense of robro is

1 A somewhat similar position of the subject is found in 36 E, xal 70 pdv 3) odpa
Spardv obpavos yéyovev, abri) 8¢ dbparos uév, Noyiopod 8 peréxovaa kal dppovias Yuxh,
Ta&v yonrdv del Te Syraw Ymd Tob dpiarov dploTy yevopévn T&v yevvnOévraw. On which the
editor says, ‘ Notwithstanding Stallbaum’s defence of Yux#, I feel strong misgivings as
to its genuineness : its position is strange, and disturbs the connexion.” From the pre-
ceding context it follows that air means # yux#, but the word has not been used
in the last five lines, being represented by pronouns. Clearness is gained by the inser-
tion of Yux4 in the middle of the somewhat long sentence; point also is gained because
o@pa has intervened. In the present passage (29 B) it follows from the preceding
context that Tods Adyous is the subject of dueranrédrovs, but this is made clearer by the
insertion of Adyovs in the middle of the rather long sentence.
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rather confirmed by the next following words, Tobs 3¢ Tob mpos péw
¢ketvo (i.e. 70 udvipor) dmekacévros, Svros d¢ elkdvos, elkdras dva
Adyov T€ éxelvwy dvras.

The editor joins o poviuov xai BeBalov Adyovs, ¢ the words of that
which is abiding,” but the genitives are governed by é¢nyyrds, under-
stood from the preceding clause—3dwopioréor, &s dpa Tovs Adyovs, dvmép
elow ¢nynral, Tovrov adtéy kal fvyyevels dvras.

Lastly, in the clause quoted a few lines back he renders éva Adyov
1€ éxelvwy Svras, ‘and duly corresponding with their subject.” But as
éxelvo means 76 udvipov xai BéBaiov, 80 éxelvwy probably refers to the
corresponding Adyot, the udwipor xai BéBaior Adyo; and this receives
strong confirmation from the clause which follows and explains the
&va Adyov, viz. 87( mep mpds yéveow (i. e. 7 dmekacdéyv) odala (i.e. 70
povipov) tovro mpds wlorw (i.e. Tods elkdras Adyovs) dAibea (i.e. of
pévipor Adyor).

20 C, &ore kal x0es ebfvs &v0évde émeidl) mapa Kpirlav wpos Tov Levdva,
ot kal karaAvouev, dpikdueda, xai &L mpdrepov kal’® 68ov adra radr’ éokomod-
pev. The editor, putting a comma after évfévde, translates, ‘ In fact
yesterday, immediately on leaving this spot, when we reached the
guest-chamber at the house of Kritias where we are staying, and even
before that on our way thither, we were discussing this very matter.’

The confusion of this is obvious. The distance to the house of
Kritias was sufficiently great for a philosophical conversation, and
yet ‘immediately on leaving this spot’ is in the above translation
contemporaneous as it were with arrival at Kritias’ house. Now
Plato might speak in this way treating the action as a whole, but it
would be absurd then to add ‘even before this while we were on the
road.” What happened on the road could not well be ‘even before’
what happened ¢immediately on leaving this spot.’

The fact is there is a hyperbaton of éy0évde, which word must be
construed as if after éned). The obvious meaning is ‘as soon as we
arrived from here at the house of Critias, and even before we got
there, &c. The hyperbaton is neatly explained by Stallbaum, ¢ Male
vulgo post évévde commate distinguunt. Nam e26Vs évfévde cohaeret
cum éwedy dpixiueda atque eodem modo dicitur quo alibi junctum
cum participio.’

26 B, oik &v old’ €l dvvaluny. Here the editor recognises the hyper-
baton which it would be hard to miss, and comments, ¢ For the con-
struction and position of &v see Euripides’ Alcestis 48, Medea 941. 1
have not noted another instance in Plato.’
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It may be confessed that the study of the editor’s work would not
incline anyone to attach importance to his report of what he has not
observed in Plato. If he had read Riddell he would have found this
passage treated under hyperbaton of &, and not isolated but put in
its logical place as a member of a class well represented in Plato.
The general account of this class is, that with verbs of thinking
and judging &» belonging to an object clause after them is taken out
of that clause and associated with the principal verb.

Apart from Plato, the note is another specimen of the crudeness we
have before had occasion to remark upon. Instead of an explanation
of the principle, and of its idiomatic character where the verb is o{3a, or
(better still) of a reference to some one who treats it adequately, we
have merely a reference to two passages given along with this present
passage from the Timaeus in Liddell and Scott. These again are
from poetry, whereas there is a sufficiency of prose instances, and are
thus misleading to the student for whom such a note may be supposed
to be written.

Better information, both about the principle and its illustration,
may be found in the ordinary helps—Liddell and Scott, or a standard
Grammar.

59. Leaving hyperbaton we will give some more instances of lack
of knowledge of Riddell’s Digest of Platonic idioms.

24 C. The Egyptian priest, speaking of the foundation of Athens
by Athene, says, ravrqy odv &) Tore...Tiv Siakdounow ...%H Oeds
wporépovs Tpds diakoopicaca kargkirey, éxefapévn TOV TMOV & ¢
yeyémole, iy ebxpaclov Tév Gpdy & alr@ karidoioa, 8mi Ppovipwrdrovs
&vdpas oloor. The translation makes edxpacla 76y dpdy nominative to
oleor. The true nominative is rémos, as Riddell has pointed out in his
chapter on ¢ Binary Structure” The editor has gone out of his way to .
make this mistake, for here, as in some of the cases we have men-
tioned, the very next sentence in the text might have set him right,
T0v mpoopepeastdrovs alrh wé\ovra oloew témov dvdpas. The trans-
lation given of the first part is ¢ With all this constitution and order
the goddess established you when she founded your nation first.
This is misleading, for mporépovs means before the founding of our
nation” Cf. 23 D fin.

Again in 40 B there is a remarkable construction, &£ jis &) Tis
alrlas yéyove k1A, The editor translates ¢from which cause have
been created’ without any comment whatever, though it is far more
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worthy of a note than many of the points he has chosen to discuss.
It is treated by Riddell under ¢ Binary Structure.’

Connected with the same chapter of Riddell is the following. In
61 A Plato explains the dissolution of a mass of earth in water by the
penetration of the water particles in a certain way between those of
the earth. In 61 B he explains similarly the dissolution of a sub-
stance combined of earth and water by the action of fire. As in the
former case the watery particles penetrated between those of earth,
so in this the particles of fire penetrate between the particles of water.
The reading of the MSS. in 61 B is ra 8¢ mvpds els Ta T6v dddrwy
duakeva eloidvra, 8mep Tdwp yiiy Todro wWhp d&épa dmepyaldueva K.T.A.
This of course gives the wrong sense, but if #dwp is written for aépa,
we have exactly what is wanted. The corruption does not seem an
improbable one—

NYPYAQPAMNEPFAZOMENA
AEPA

The editor omits wfp dépa entirely from his text, and has this note:
“The words 7ip &épa . . . I have rejected for more than one reason:
the chief of which is that they are absolute nonsense. . . . What con-
ceivable sense is there in introducing air? &e.... A minor though
still substantial reason for rejecting the words is the grammar. If
we retain wip éépa, not only is wdp out of all construction, but dmep-
ya{dpeva is left forlorn of any substantive wherewith to agree. On
the other hand, the rejection of these two words, which I conceive to
have been inserted by a copyist in an over antithetical frame of mind,
restores both sense and grammar.’

The remarks on the grammar are not quite sound. It is the
grammar which is in favour of the text, and makes the expulsion of
the words unsafe. In sense the only word wrong is &épa. The
grammatical form is an instance of ¢ Binary Structure” In compari-
son ¢ there is,” says Riddell, ¢ a great tendency to the Binary Structure,’
and this is virtually a comparison. Riddell does not discuss this pre-
cise type of passage. The original or primary construction is ra d¢
wupds els & TdY Vddrwy didkeva elowdvra dmepyaldueva (18 Tdwp) mep
#wp yiv; then the first of the contrasted clauses is repeated in a
different form, and in a structure accommodated to the second, and so
we get Tobro whp #8wp, which is all the easier because ra 7od wvpds the
subject of dmepyaldpevais=7owdp. The position of dwepyaldueva need
cause no difficulty : Riddell gives striking examples of intermixture of
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clauses. For the repetition in another form of the first of the two
contrasted clauses, compare Rep. 413, xal Oearéor (rods véovs), Somep
ToUs TOAovs éml Tods Yddovs Te kal BopiBovs dyovres oxomobow, el
pofBepol, ofirw véovs Svras els delpara &rra xoptoréoy . . . Bacavilovras

. €l kT

It is to the last degree unlikely that an interpolating copyist would
have produced anything so idiomatic. On the other hand, it is possi-
ble that éépa may be a copyist’s alteration of #3wp, perhaps mechanical,
from a remembrance of the proportion of the four elements in 32 B-C.

If we keep rotro, as the editor does, then since this corresponds to
&mep, it is at once felt that something is wanted to balance the rest of
the clause introduced by §wep. The editor himself so far feels this that
though he prints rofiro dmepya(dueva, he concludes his note thus, ‘I
suspect, however, that Plato’s original words were 70960’ #6wp dmepya-
(dpeva, and that #dwp was expel]ed by the two intruding elements, #ip
&épa : its insertion would be a gain to the text.’

The last conjecture as to the alteration of the text is eomphca.ted
and entirely improbable : if the copyist found &wep #dwp yijv, Todro Tdwp
anepyadpeva, he would be very unlikely to introduce into the last
clause #ip &épa.

18 C, 7{ 3¢ 37 70 wepl tijs wawdomoulas ; 7 TodTo pév did THY dffeav
T@v Aex0évrwv edpvnpdvevrov, 8ri kowd Ta TAY ydpwv kal Td TGV waldwy
maow awdvrov érlBeuev, pnyavouévovs, ETws pndels more T0 yeyernuévoy
atr ldlg yvdooiro, vouobor 8¢ wdvres mdvras adrods dpoyevels x.T.A.

Accepting pnxavduevor (Stephanus’ conjecture) instead of the MSS.
reading unyaveuévovs, with Stallbaum and others, the editor translates,
‘This, I think, is easy of recollection because of the novelty of our
scheme. We ordained that the rights of marriage and of children
should be common to all, to the end that no one should ever know
his own offspring, but that each should look upon all as his kindred,’
&e.

His note is—‘Hermann’s defence of unyavwpévovs is vain; nor is
Buttmann’s pnxaveuévois very satisfactory. I agree with Stallbaum
in receiving the nominative.” The editor then feeling unyavwpévos is
not ‘very satisfactory’ seems to consider unyavwpévovs out of the
question: and it is therefore very doubtful indeed whether the editor
understands the distinguished scholar whose view. he so curtly dis-
misses. Hermann’s note in full is as follows, ¢idemque (sc. Cod. Par.
A) mox cum ceteris fere omnibus pnxavepévovs, cui frustra B[ekker]
ex Buttmanni conj. unyavepévois, ST ex Stephani unyavduevo substi-
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tuerunt ; me ut cum Schneidero vulg. retinerem, movit imprimis Legg.
VI. 7 [=759 B] rofrwy &) mdvrwr ta pev alpera xpd, Ta 8¢ xAppwrd
ylyveosa, wyvivras k.r.\’ The latter clause is more fully pyvivras
mpds Pihlav dAAijAots dfjuov kal i dfjuov . . . 8mws &v pdhiora Spovody 7.

pnxavepévois of course would have to agree with waow: but in
Plato it is common after such expressions of necessity or obligation
as would naturally be followed by a dative participle, to change
from the dative to an accusative, or to use the accusative alone.
This is most usual perhaps with verbals in -réos. The sentence
quoted by Hermann is a similar construction with xp#, and it is
remarkably parallel to the present passage; for r(feuev is a word of
ordinance parallel to xp7; and puyivras referring to the persons to
whom the ordinance is addressed, and expressing something delegated
to them, is parallel to pnxaveuévovs, which would have precisely
the same function. This view is strongly confirmed by the part
of the Republic itself to which the Timaeus here refers (460 C), where
pnxevduevor is applied to the magistrates who are to carry out this
particular, odxodv kal Tpodfis olror émpueNjoovrar . . . waocav pnxaviy
pnxavdpevor Srws undepla (téy unrépwv) T avrijs alobijoerar k.7.\., the
parallelism of which to the Timaeus passage is obvious.

The editor’s notes on the MSS. have their usual value. The only
information they impart is that unyavwpévovs is the reading of A, and
pnxavapevor the correction of Stephanus. Stallbaum tells us that
pnxavopévovs is found in far the greater number of MSS., and that
the nominative is found in four.

The editor does not even construe rightly the reading which he
adopts. pnxavduevor Smws . .. yvdooiro, of course does not express
the object of the ordinance, but on the contrary one of the means by
which it is carried out, and should not therefore be rendered ¢to the
end that,” &c., but ¢ contriving some way by which ’.

Even if unxavouévovs were referred to the subject of ér(fepev, which
the parallel passage from the Republic makes improbable, it would have
been dangerous to alter the lectio difficillima, against the best MS.
authority, considering the Platonic idiom pointed out by Riddell,

§ 279 d.

60. We will close this list of errors as to Platonic usages with one
which relates not so much to grammatical idiom, as to a formula
of Plato’s philosophical language.

In 52 B-C Plato maintains that a sensible thing being but a sem-
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blance (elkdv) of reality cannot exist independently like the idea, the
true reality, but requires a substrate, viz. space, in which to inhere.
In 52 C is this difficult passage, ... 7éAn0es Aéyew, bs elxdv uév, émelnep
otd’ alrd Tobro, ¢’ § yéyovev, éavrijs Early, érépov B¢ Twos del Ppéperar
Pdvracua, dia Tadra v érépy mpoojker Tun yiyvesfar k. A. The trans-
lation has, ¢ . . . affirm the truth ; namely, that to an image it belongs,
seeing that it is not the very model of itself on which it has been
created, but is the ever fleeting semblance of another, in another to
come into being.” The note is—

I believe the true construction of these words has escaped all the editors and trans-
lators, who are consequently in sore straits what to make of éavrjs. The construction
seems to me a very simple and very Platonic oxfiua wpds 70 onuavéuevov. What is
meant by adrd roiro &p’' & yéyove? of course the wapdSeryua, and the whole phrase
governs éavrijs just as if mapdderyua had been written: ¢since it is not the original upon
which it is modelled of itself.’

This is neither the ¢ true construction,” nor has it ¢ escaped all the
editors and translators” It is given in Cousin’s translation, in his
annotated version of Plato’s dialogues, a book well known and referred
to often enough, for instance, by Martin. Cousin (vol. 12, p. 159)
renders—

Cependant comme toute image n'est pas la méme chose que le moddle sur lequel elle
est faite, sans relever non plus d’elle-méme, mais qu’elle est toujours la représentation
d’un étre différent d'elle, et que par conséquent elle doit avoir lieu au sein d’un
autre étre.

But, besides this, the editor’s confident solution is quite wrong, and
his criticism of others is wrong. It is not accurate to say that the
editors are in ¢ sore straits > what to make of éavrijs. Stallbaum’s view
of the passage (‘ quandoquidem nec ipsum hoe, cujus causé exstitit,
ipsius est’) seems wrong, but causes him no difficulty with éavris.
Stephanus wished to read airfjs : on which Stallbaum says, ¢ ne quis in
posterum vitiosum et cum Stephano in adrijs mutandum censeat, hunce
in modum accipe * sui ipsius est proprium, ad ipsum pertinet.”’ > The
difficulty the editor appears fo find, is that in Stallbaum’s view éavrijs
does not refer to the subject of the clause in which it occurs (adrd
todro). But a scholar like Stallbaum was of course aware that the
reflexive pronoun in a subordinate clause might refer not to the subject
of that clause, but to the subject of the principal clause; and here
elxdw, to which éavrijs is referred, is the logical subject of the principal
clause.

The editor’s construction is neither ¢ very simple’ nor ¢ very Platonic.’
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The editor really construes ¢¢’ § yéyove < in the likeness of whick it was
made.” Inthe first place, neither grammar nor dictionary records such
a use of énl{. The only thing at all like it is the use with verbs of
naming, kexAfjocfar énl T, And even if this were extended to the
sense given by the editor (of which there is no sign), it would have to
be followed by a word definitely expressing imitation, and not by so
vague a word as yéyove. Secondly, the editor is himself unconsciously
in sore straits with éavrfjs. He says that by adrd robro &9’ § yéyove
is meant ¢ of course the wapdderypa,” but he really makes it as he con-
strues mean not merely wapddetypa but ¢ mapddeiypa Eavrijs,” ¢ the
original of itself,” and thus the addition afterwards of éavrijs is most
awkward, and is ill concealed in the note and translation. In fact it
is obvious that the rendering in the former since it is not the original-
upon-which-it-is-modelled of itself ’=*since it is not the original of
itself, of itself.’ :

Thirdly, the editor is ¢ in sore straits’ with 098¢, and also with the
emphatic aird which follows it. It will be observed that in his render-
ing in the translation he omits 093¢ altogether, and in the rendering in
the note he omits both 093¢ and airé. It is clear that as the editor
Jjoins the words (with elxdv as subject, éorl as copula, and aird Todro
..\ as predicate) 03d’ adrdé ought to introduce something which the
€ixdy might at the very least be expected to be : whereas they intro-
duce what an image could ot be, viz. its own original. We have
indeed the bathos—‘anh iage, seeing that it is not even its own
original.’ '

For the explanation of the passage we must refer to the well-known
distinction and definition of relative terms made in the Republic.
Plato has this formula for a relative term: it is oldy Twos elvae
Tobro 8mep dori. ¢ Its nature is to be what it is (rofro 8mep éotl) of
or in relation to something else (#wds, #A\Aov riwds).” For instance,
thirst is what it is ¢f something else, i. e. thirst is thirst of drink.

There is a certaii paradox interided in the definition more evident in
Greek than in English, from the ambiguity of the genitive case. A
thing would be expected to have its own essence, 7oiro 8mep éorl,all to
itself, not to be of another what it is, or, in this phraseology, not elvat
tobro 8mep &o7l Tivo s (érépov), but elva Todro Swep éorlv éavrod (Where
éavrod is in the same construction as rwds). But, on the contrary, the
peculiarity of these terms (relatives) is that they are no¢ even their own
essence of (or in relation to) themselves, but of something else, i.e. &orw
093’ adro Tobro Smep doriv éavréy. Now an image or semblance (elxdv)
is what it is (i. e. a semblance) of something else, and therefore of it, as
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of every relative term, it is true that &orw odd’ aird robro Smep éoriv
éavrjs. Thus we have the very formula of the text—except that instead
of 8mep ¢orlv we find é¢’ § yéyove. The difference only seems to be then
that instead of saying ‘the very thing it is,” Plato says ¢the very
thing it was meant for” The rendering given to the whole clause
seems exactly what is wanted, and its correctness seems proved by the
next clause, érépov 8¢ Tivds péperar pdvracua; érépov Tivos corre-
sponding to the rwds of the Republic, and being opposed to éavrijs.

This interpretation, however, was anticipated long ago in Kiihner’s
Grammar, ¢ Ein Bild ist nicht einmal das, wozu es hervorgebracht ist,
seiner selbst.” See Kiihner, § 414, 5, b.

61. The author’s emendations will next be considered : some have
been incidentally treated already, and some of them as well as of those
which follow may deserve the judgment which the editor, after his
manner, pronounces on an emendation of Stallbaum’s—¢ Stallbaum not
understanding this sentence desires to corrupt it.”

47 C, ¢pwrijs Te 3% kai dxofls mept wdAw 6 alros Adyos, éml Tadra TGV
adrdv &vexa mapi Oedy dedwpiiofas (i. e. that we may have knowledge of
the rational movements of the heavens, and imitate them in ‘the
revolutions’ of our own thoughts). Adyos re yap én’ adra rabra rérax-
Tai, Ty peyloTny EvpuPaAlduevos els adra potpav, 8oov T’ ad povoikijs
Povli xpiouov mpds dkoy, Evexa Gppovias ol dofév. The editor
brackets mpos dxonjy in the text and says, ¢ The words mpos dxorjy appear
to me superfluous and unmeaning: I conceive them to be a marginal
gloss on ¢pwry.’

The text is probably right. Two uses of sound are here distinguished.
First, sound as language where its value is not as sound but as symbol
of thought, this is referred to in the clause Adyos Te yap x.7.A. The
second is a musical sound, where it is the sound as such which is of
value. This distinction is brought out clearly in the second clause by
the words mpos axorfy. The first use is for the understanding, the
later for the hearing. Just as we say ‘a pleasure of the ear.’” (This
pleasure of the ear it appears in the sequel is to be however not the
true end of music, but a means to effecting ¢ harmony ’ in the mind.)

Stallbaum, among his references, mentions a passage in which
Plutarch refers to this place.

Plut. De Superst. 167 B, povowiy ¢now 6 IINdrwy éuuelelas xai
etpvluias dnuiovpydy, dvbpdrwy mo Oedr o Tpudils Eévexa Kkai kvijoews
drwy dobijrar &ANG Bid TO TEY Tis Yuxiis TEpiddwr kal dppovidy Tapayddes
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x.T.\., where will be found the phrase xvijois drov, which corresponds
to the above idea.

Now it must be observed that Plutarch’s words ol rpueiis &vexa
‘kal kvjoews drwv dobfvar éAAa k..A. correspond to the words of Plato
in the continuation of the present passage, 47 D, oix é¢’ nHdormw
aAoyov, kabBdmep viv elvar dokel xprioipos, GAN’ éml Ty yeyorviav év fuiv
é&vdppoarov Yuxiis meplodov . . . dédorar k.7.A. Thus xpiicipos ¢’ Hdoviw
dAoyor is made equivalent to xprjoupos mpds krijow drwy, which answers
to xpijoipos mpds dxorjy. Thus the reading is doubly supported, for it
will be seen that the sentence quoted from the text itself, 47 D, is in
favour of it, even without the Plutarch.

It is a rule that a supposed corruption of a text should not be
attributed to a gloss, without considering whether such a gloss was
likely to be made. From the editor’s point of view, at least, there
could be no reason for glossing ¢wrji. We find, as so often, another
inaccuracy in the same passage. The editor translates his own text
‘But all such music as is ezpressed in sound has been granted for the
sake of harmony.” This is an impossible rendering of 8oov 7 ad povoiis
¢wvij xpioywov. If the editor omits mpds dxonjv, he ought to translate
‘all that part of music which is useful to us by means of sound’:
for Plato is speaking of the usefulness to us of sight and sound.

It is clear that the addition of mpos dxoffy gives clearness, and pre-
vents an ambiguity the passage might else have had : the other part
of povouky is also < useful to us by means of sound’: it is intellectual
instruction (cf. Rep. 376 E, povouxiis &' elmdv 7l0ys Adyovs), and thus
corresponds to the first use of sound, as speech in service of reason, which
isreferred to the first clause, Adyos e ydp x.7.A. It might be described
as 8oov povouils ¢wvy xplouwov mpos Adyov. Chalcidius (see above)
omits wpds éxofy in translating, but it is easy to see that this might
well be due to his not seeing the special meaning of it. C.F. Hermann
puts the comma before mpds dxorjv instead of after it, but this does not
seem to yield so good a sense.

The editor represents Stallbaum as reading ¢wrijs : but Stallbaum’s
later edition has ¢wuj.

59 D-E. Here the process of freezing is described. Water, dypov
#8wp, in the ordinary liquid state is, with Plato, mingled with fire, and
is congealed by the separation of the fire from it. rtofiro &rav mupds
dmoxwpioBtv dépos Te povwly), yéyove v duakdrepov, fvvéworar 3¢ Ywd
Téy éiidvroy els avrd, mayév Te k1A, This is, in the first place,
translated by an apparent oversight, ¢ When relinquished by fire and
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deserted of air, becomes more uniform, and is compressed by the
outgoing elements; thus it is congealed’” This of course would
necessitate dmoxwpiodj. The words depds re are attacked in the note
: 8 probably not genuine. ‘It is in this hard to see what air has
to do with matter, no air entered into the composition of the
Yypov #dwp. . . . May not depds Te be an interpolation from the hand
of some copyist who thought it necessary to separate water from
both kindred elements? The copyists have an unconquerable desire
to drag in all the elements, whether they are wanted or not; see
note on 61 B, where there is an indisputable interpolation.’

The editor seems to have forgotten a passage in which he himself
has put in the element of air—a note or two back. In 59 D,
Plato, speaking of bronze, says it is lighter than gold, ¢ ueydia
&vrds avrod Siaelupara ew. ‘These according to the note,
‘would appear to be cavities in the substance of metal filded with
air” Plato says nothing whatever about air filling these cavities.
But no doubt the editor supposes it must do so because Plato main-
tains in 58 A seqq. that there is compressing force in nature tending
to fill up all empty space by driving the smaller particles into the

- interstices of the larger—ai6 &y wip wév els dmavra diedjAvle pdAiora,
dnp de dedrepov, bs AemrdryTe devrepov Epuv. It is not therefore ¢ so hard
to see what air has to do with the matter” When the ¢ water mingled
with fire’ parts with its contained fire, it might happen, on Plato’s
principle, either that air penetrated into the vacant spaces, or that the
watery particles themselves were forced closer together. Plato intends
the latter, and thus the suspected words are relevant, for they exclude
the former case. It may well be admitted that the words are not
necessary, for they are omitted in the similar account of the solidification
of molten metal, 50 A. On the one hand, however, the editor could
not well argue from the latter place, because he assumes that air does
get into the metal (in the case of bronze at least), and on the other
hand, it is specially important to mention the expulsion of air in the
case of freezing water, because according to 61 A the feeblest con-
gelation of water (miv dofeveorépav Elvodov) can be melted by air
getting into the interstices (r& didkeva). The words do not look like
an interpolation. An interpolator would be more likely to have added
them after mupds. There is a certain elegance in their position, and
the rhythm of the sentence is spoiled if they are taken out.

Charges against the defenceless copyist are easily made. What
evidence is there of his ‘unconquerable desire to drag in all the
elements, &c. ?’ The editor gives but one single instance, and the
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¢ indisputable interpolation ’ there is the supposed introduction of the
two words wip dépa, in 61 B, where we have seen that it is the editor’s
grammar which is probably at fault; and that there is hardly reason
to suppose more than the change (possibly by corruption) of one of
these words (éépa) from #3wp.

In 61 C all the other editors read & mafjuara 8ca alodyrikd, and no
variant is given. The editor substitutes alo6nrd for alofyrixd, and
prints alofyrd alone in his text. To explain this we must give his
notes on this passage and one a few lines earlier. 61 C, xal Ta uév &)
oxipact xowwvlas Te kai perallayals els AAnAa memowkApéva €ldn
oxedov émdédekrar Ta 8¢ mabiuara adrdy O &s alrlas yéyove meparéov
éupavilew.

‘The word wdfnua is here used in a rather peculiar manner. Else-
where it denotes the impression sustained by the percipient subject from
the external agent—see 64 B—C. But here wdfnua signifies a quality
pertaining to the object which produces the impression on the subject.’

The note on wafifjpara alodnrikd is—° I have taken upon me to make
this correction of the MS. aloOnrixd, which appears to me unmeaning.
The two subjects to be handled are (1) the structure of the flesh, &c.,
how it is capable of receiving impressions ; (2) the properties of objects,
how they are capable of producing impressions. But the latter is
expressed by aloefyrd, not aloOnricd : how can the objects in the rela-
tion be termed sentient? The corruption has arisen, I doubt not, from
failure to apprehend the peculiar significance of 7affjuara. A similar
confusion is found in 58 D, kwnrkdy for xumrdv.’

Evenif the editor were right as to the ¢ peculiar ’ significance of 7aé4-
para, the alteration of the text is not a necessary inference from it, and
is another instance of defective logic. In 61 C the words above quoted
are followed by mpdrov ptv odv Imdpxew alobnow dei Tois Aeyouévors del.
Thus the sensible qualities themselves are said to have alo8pais belong-
ing to them. The editor, like Martin, calls attention to this, for to
the note on the peculiar use of waffjuara he adds, ¢ We have a similar
unusual significance in Ywdpxew alofnow below, where alo@nois denotes
the property of exciting sensation.” Now if Plato departs so far from
usage as to transfer the name of the subjective impression (wdfyua) to
the quality in the object which causes it, and to exbend what properly
designates a state of the subject (alofnow éew) to the object which
causes the state, it would only be a continuation of this extended usage
to call aloOnricdy that which he has virtually called alo6now é&ov.
alofnricdy is indeed nearly equivalent to alofnow &ov, and the one

H
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expression might well share the ambiguity of the other. alofnow
é’xou is implied not only here in dwdpxew alofnow but also below, 64 A,
in xexrna-ﬂaa. alo0now—~38aa dia Tdv Tod cduaros popiwy alobijoeis xextn-
péva kai AMmas & avrols Ndovds 0° dpa émopévas Exer.

Again through want of consistency the editor has missed a great
opportunity. In 37 B the text has Aoyiorikéy where vonrdy would
have been expected—8rav uév mept 76 alofnrdv ylymmras . . . §rav 38 ad
wept 70 Aoyiorikdy 7.  Instead of changing Aoyiorixdy (which is indeed
sound) the editor presses the MS. reading into the service of his mis-
taken views about the existence of (modern) idealism in the Timaeus.
He gravely maintains that Aoy:orikdy is substituted by Plato for vonréy
in order to convey the doctrine that thought is identical with its object.
The value of the remark may be considered later ; it is enough now to
point out that the editor passes over the difficulty that if Plato had
substituted Aoyiorikdy for vonrdy he would of course have put alofy-
Tikdy for aloOnrdy in the corresponding clause. The present passage,
61 C, gives a chance for doing something to help this defect. If the
editor had thought of it, he might, from his habit in such subjects,
have expounded the deep philosophic significance of the reading he has
unluckily rejected as ¢ unmeaning’: and shewn that this intentional
substitution of ala@yrikdy for aloOnrdv could not have been made ¢ until
he (Plato) had reached a period in his metaphysic where he deliberately
affirmed the identity of thought and its object.” But it is pretty clear
that if there had been a word Aoyiordy used by Plato related to Aoyio-
Tikdy as aloOnrdy to alofyrikdy, the editor would have altered Aoyioricdy
there to Aoyiordy (just as he alters alofyricd here to alofyrd) and
never thought of his idealism.

But apart from the fact that the MS. reading alofnrixd is not, as
the editor supposes, inconsistent with his interpretation of waqjuara,
that interpretation is erroneous. Martin has rightly said in his note
that ra mafiuara airér means (not the affections or qualities of bodies

! As we are upon this passage we may notice that it is not rightly construed by the
editor : Adyos 8¢ & kard Tabrov dAnOYs yiyvéuevos mept Te Odrepov dv xal wepl 10 TabTéy,
& 19 kwovpbvy U9’ abTov pepbuevos dvev PpBbyyov mal hxis, Srav udv wepl 1O alabyrdy
yéyvnras kal 6 Tob Batépov KikMos 8pfds &v els waoav abrd TV Yuxy Sayyeldp, Sbtar wal
wiores ylyvovrar BéBaior wal &Anbeis Srav 8¢ al wepl 7O AoyioTiRdv ff Kal 8 Tob Tabrod
KkUrAos ebrpoxos v abrd unvioy, vods Emoriun Te i dvdyrns dmoreAeirar. The translation
has ‘This word of hers is true alike whether it deal with Same or with Other ., ., .and
when she is busied with the sensible . . . then are formed true opinions &c., and when
she is busied with the rational.” Here yvxf (understood) is made subject of the clause
Srav , .. ylyyras and of the clause 8rav ff .7.A., whereas the subject of them both is
Adyos. Thus Adyos is left without construction.
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but) the affections whick they cause in the percipient, and translates ¢les
impressions qu’elles produisent sur nous.’ The context shews indeed
that wdOnua is used in its ordinary semse: the editor has got into
difficulty through the genitive. A few lines below heat is mentioned
as one of these maffpara, and it is said 8rv pev ydp &5 T 70 wdbos
ndvres oxedov alobavduefa where the editor himself rightly translates
wdfos by sensation.” Thus the text has not been corrupted by some-
one’s  failure to apprehend the peculiar significance of wafjuara.’ But
even if the editor had taken ma@fuara rightly he would have had a
difficulty with aloc6y7ikd, from the meaning he supposes the word must
have—* sentient,’ i.e. with faculty of perception (‘how can the object
... be sentient?’). The usual meaning is certainly ¢sentient,” but
aloOnrikds also means sometimes ¢ what is connected with aloOnos.’
For instance, in the Aristotelian expression ¢avracia aloOnrici the
adjective has this general meaning., Here wafiuara alobnrikd are
affections of the perceiving subject which belong to sense-perception :
i.e. the sensations through which perception takes place.

Another matter has been pointed out to me which I had overlooked
here, in which the editor again measures himself with C. F. Hermann
with an unfortunate result. In 70D Plato assigns to the lungs the
function of cooling the heat of the heart. The MSS. reading is—
kai wepl Ty kapdlay adrov (sc. Tov mAelpova) wepiéotnoav olov EApa
paraxdy, W' 6 Ovuos fvixa & adry) axpdlor, Tnddaa els vmeikov kal dvayrv-
Xouévn mwovodaa frrov, waAAov TG Adye perd Ovuod dlvaito Vmnpereiv.
For 8Apa paraxdy Hermann reads in his text pdAayma. Of this the
editor says ¢ Hermann’s udAaypa is as inappropriate as arbitrary.
pdAaypa means a poultice or fomentation; but the function of the
lungs is distinctly stated just below, mnddca els meikor.” We have
already given instances which shew how little trouble the editor takes
to understand the text (Hermann’s) on which he bases his own, and
his imperfect acquaintance with Hermann’s apparatus criticus. But
here the editor surpasses himself. If he had read the note on this
passage in Hermann’s preface he might have discovered that
pdAaypa is entirely ¢appropriate’ and so far from ¢arbitrary’ that
it has most important external testimony. Hermann in fact informs
us that pdAaypua means not only fomentum apud medicos, sed apud
mechanicos quoque velut culcitas coriaceas sive pelles alga farctas signi-
ficat, quibus tormentorum ictus frangerentur.” That is, udAaype means
a ‘fender’ or a ‘buffer,’ and this is precisely the sense wanted in the
passage : as appears even in the editor’s translation ¢as it were a soft

H 2
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cushion to spring upon.” Nor is Hermann’s reading a mere con-
jecture. He got it out of the reproduction of this passage in
Longinus de Sublimitate and the Isagoge of Alcinous—¢ex Longino
de Sublim. xxxii. 5 et Alcinoi Isagoge c. 23 restitui” If the editor
read this sentence, he must have done so without understanding that
Hermann was not appealing to a usage of these authors, but to a
reproduction by them of this very part of the Timaeus. But the
same information might have been got from Liddell and Scott, who
not only give the meaning of ‘fender or buffer’ to pdiayna, but
actually add ¢ Longin. 32. 5 quotes Plat. (Tim. 70 C), where our MSS.
give d\pa palaxdy.” Add to this that Lindau also mentions the read-
ing in Longinus and Alcinous, and, though he does not adopt it,
rightly explains its meaning. Hermann explains how easily the cor-
ruption could have arisen. palaxdy may easily have been substituted
for the less familiar udAaypa, and then the correction aypa written
over the last two syllables of pakaxdy would easily become &Aua.

The editor explains the MSS. reading thus, ‘ There is certainly no
reason for altering the text: Plato might very well say “ a soft leap ”’
for “a soft place to leap upon.”” One cannot think Plato would have
said anything of the kind. This is another piece of a priori scholar-
ship—this time however ¢a priori to the individual but not a priori to
the race,’ for it is found in Lindau, whom the editor does not mention.
and in Martin who quotes Lindau (‘comme un lieu mou pour y
bondir ’) with just disapproval.

39B, va & eln pérpov &vapyés 7v mpds &AAnAa (i.e. the planets)
Bpadurijre kal Tdxe, kal Ta wepl Tas 6kTd popds wopedoiro, Ppads 6 Oeds
avijyrev &v ) wpds yijy devrépg TEY mepiddwy, d 87 vy kexAjkaper fAov,
va 8t pdMiora els dmavra ¢alvor Tov olpavdy perdoyor Te dpifuod
ra (¢a. This is the MSS. reading, Hermann proposed &s 74 for xai 7d.
The editor reads ka6 & in his text, with the sole remark ¢ xa8’ & scripsi.”
This scarcely differs from the conjecture xa6® § due to Wagner, whose
book the editor has quoted in another place. The conjecture is also
given as Wagner’s in the note to the Engelmann translation which
the editor uses so much, The reason the editor gives in his note is
characteristic. The poetry and (as we shall see presently) the humour
of Plato alike cause him difficulties.

¢TI have ventured upon this correction of MS. reading xal vd, which
certainly cannot stand, involving as it does the absurd Aypothesis that
the heavenly bodies could not see their way until their orbits were
illumined by the sun.’ The reader with the passage quoted before
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him will not need a comment on this amusing faux pas, especially if
he remembers that the planets are (ga with Plato. It is a part of the
same mistake that the editor wrongly renders ‘ that there might be
some clear measure ’—it should of course be as in Jowett’s translation
‘some visible (dvapyés) measure.” One may venture to think that no
emendation is needed, and that the text is an easy hendiadys— that
the planets might have some visible measure of relative speed, and
proceed on the course of their eight orbits ’=*that they might have
some visible measure for their relative speed in their eight orbits.’

66 E. Speaking of odours Plato says 84’ odv rabra dvdwvpa ta
ro0Twr ToiklApara yéyover, odx & WOAAGY od¥ amAGY €ldby dvra, GANG
dixi 70 0° 73V kal T6 Avmnpdy atTdle udvw diaparii Aéyesbov.

The editor prints in his text &’ ofv. ¢ Although’ he says €all the
MSS. agree in giving 37 odv it is impossible to retain it. For the 3vo
€37 could only refer to the two divisions specified below, which are not
dvérupa but 739 and Avmmpdr.” He says nothing of the origin of the
emendation, which he probably took from Hermann’s text. Her-
mann’s preface gives it as the reading of Stephanus. Stallbaum
gives dua odv as the reading of the old editions. It is doubtful
whether ‘all the MSS. agree,” for Hermann says ¢ex codicibus fere
omnibus,” and it appears from Bekker that 3J’ ofv is in one of the
MSS. a correction only. Whether the emendation is right or
not, the editor’s reason for it is wrong. The 3vo €ld7n, which he
rightly says would be referred to in the text, are dvdvvpa qui
odours ; they have not designations which belong to them as such, as,
e.g. red and blue to colours, and can only be distinguished by the
attributes ¢ pleasant ’ and ¢ painful,” which they share with other sen-
sations different to them in kind. Thus it is so far from being ¢im-
possible’ to retain the MSS. reading, that, if there were no other
objection beside the editor’s, there would be the strongest probability
of its soundness. The first clause would state that there are dvo €tdn
and that they are évdvvpa. The following clauses would expand and
explain both these statements and are just of the form suited to do so.

38C, &£ olv Adyov kai diavolas Oeod ToravTns mpds xpdvov yéveaw,
lva yevim6j xpdvos, fikios kal cehfrn xai wévre GANa &orpa, émlikAnw
&ovra mharTd, els diopiopdy Kal Pvhaxiy dpfudv xpdvov. The editor
brackets tva yevvn0jj xpdvos, because the words appear to him ‘so unmis-
takably a mere gloss on mpds xpdvov yévesiww.” As he rightly says
they are not represented in Cicero’s translation. But there is hardly
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sufficient difficulty in mpds xpdvov yéveaw to call for such a gloss;
and no account is taken of the tendency to repetition, sometimes
sententious, in the style of the personated Timaeus. The other editors
were probably right in resisting the obvious temptation.

The following are illustrations of the tendemcy to repetition in
the Timaeus.

42 C, ui) wavduevds te &v Tovrois &rv kaxlas, Tpémov v kaxdvoiro, kara
TV SpoidtyTa Tis Tod Tpdmov yevéoews els Twa TowaUTny del peraBdAo
Onpetov pvow. Where kard v Spodryra s Tob TpdmoV yevéoews is a
mere repetition in expanded form of rpdmwov 8v kaxivoiro.

40 B, 7a 3¢ Tpemdueva xal wAdvmy Toravryy loyovra, kaBdmwep év Tols
wpdalev &pp1ifn, kar’ éxeiva yéyove. Here kar’ éxeiva is redundant and
means the same as xafdwep év Tois mpdabev épprifn.

42 E, duevev &y 7§ éavrod xatd Tpdmov ffer. kard Tpémov is somewhat
superfluous.

In the next two passages words are supplied which are usually
omitted as needless.

60D, ¢ yéver répapov énwvopdraper, TodTo yéyover which the editor
himself notices as a ¢ rather elaborate form of expression,” and compare
40 B.

67 B, & 7ois Tarepov AexOnoduevors dvdyxn pnbijvac.

Compare also the following: 35 A, 7fis dueploTov xai &el xara
radra &xovans ovolas kai tijs al mepl Td sdpara yryvouévns pepiatis
plrov &£ dudoiy év uéoo fvvexepdoato odolas eldos, Ths Te TadTod
¢loews kal tijs Oarépov, kal kard Tabra fvvéomoer év péo @ Tob Te
duepods adrdy kal Tod kaTd Td cdpara pepiorod.

In the very passage we are considering (38 C) d.avolas is added to
Adyov. The repetition which occasions the emendation is not so diffi-
cult if mpds xpdvov yéveaw is joined closely with what goes before it,
and Tva yevrn0j xpdvos joined closely with what follows— pretty much
as is done in the Engelmann translation, ¢Zufolge solcher Betrachtung
und der Ueberlegung Gottes in Beziehung auf die Entstehung der Zeit
sind, damit die Zeit erzeugt wiirde, Sonne, Mond und die iibrigen 5
Sterne . . . entstanden.’

It may be noted that at the beginning of this chapter (38 B) the
particles & ofv are not rightly rendered—xpdvos & olv uer’ odpavod
yéyover: ‘time then has come into being along with the universe.’
3’ ody here resumes what has been interrupted by a digression, for
Xpovos per’ olpavod yéyovev repeats tére dpa ékewg Evvorapéve Ty -
yéveow adrdy pnxavaras, after which had come some discussion on the
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proper application of such differences of tense as ¢is,” ¢ was,” ¢shall be.’
The sense is—* Well then, however that may be, time came into being
with the universe.’” Stallbaum has a note by which the editor might
have profited, ¢ Ponitur 8¢ ov quum dubitationi alicui imponitur finis
atque dein ad aliud quid transitur.’

Against the failures among these somewhat confident condemnations
of the text may be set a suggestion of the editor which seems valuable.
In 40 D the vulgate is 76 Aéyew dvev didews TovTwr ad 76y punudrov
pdraios &v eln wdvos. Proclus quotes this passage and gives in one
place dvev TGy 3¢ SYews pipnudrov, and in another adrdv instead of
ad 7év. The editor proposes to introduce both these changes into
the text. But he says nothing whatever of the fact that both of
these variants in Proclus are pointed out by Lindau in his com-
mentary, where special attention is drawn to them though they are
not accepted. Again, the editor adds, ¢ Ficinus seems to have read
airGy to judge from the word ‘ipsorum ” in his rendering,’ and this
too is given in Lindau’s note, ¢Ficin. absque simulacrorum ipsorum
inspectione. Junctum igitur is legit adrév,” &c. The editor does not
cite Proclus quite accurately. He gives the reading as adrév Todrwy;
it should be rodrwy adrdv.

With the exception of some of the emendations, the mistakes we
have been discussing are mainly grammatical; we may leave these,
not ‘that the list is exhausted, and proceed to consider some other
mistakes of translation which for the most part do not depend on
grammatical issues.

62. Though the editor supposes himself, as we have seen, to have
observed an irony in a certain place which had generally escaped the
commentators 1, he is not always successful in seeing the ¢ points’ of a
passage. For instance, in describing the human nails, Plato (76 D) says
their true use was prospective. Men, the first human beings created,
are destined to pass into the form of women and of the lower animals
(yvvaixes xai T@AAa Onpla—in accordance with the rule that they who
live unworthily are to degenerate), and the creating gods knew that
many animals would find much use for their nails, therefore they
formed nails in a rudimentary way as a foreshadowing of this future
use (80ev év avbpdmois €00Vs yryvopévois Ymervrdoavro Ty TéY Srixwy
yéveow). The sly allusion to the natural weapons of women—the

! Par. 18 above.
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inferior animals are to find the true use of the nails—is entirely lost
on the editor, who can only see ¢ a curious approximation to Darwinism
.in his statement.” We may return to the sequel of this amusing note
hereafter.

Again, in the account of Atlantis, Plato, to give an idea of the size
of the great ocean, makes the Mediterranean but a Zarbour in com-
parison. 25 A, 7dd¢ pév ydp, 8oa &ros Tod oTdparos ob Aéyopev
(i. e. the pillars of Hercules), ¢palverai Apijy orevdy Twa Exwy elomiov.
éxetvo 8¢ mélayos dvrws k.T.A.

The rendering given is, ¢ For those regions that lie within the strait
aforesaid seem to be but a éay having a narrow entrance.’

In the same context (25 C) the point of a passage is spoilt by
the rendering. The Egyptian priest is describing the successful re-
sistance made by Athens to the invasion from Atlantis.

wdvraw ydp mpoordca elyuxig kal Téxvais
Soa: xatd wéheuov, T wiv Tdv ‘EAAfvaw
Hyovuévn, 1d & adr) povwleioa & dvéykns
7@y d\Aaw dwoordvraw, &ml Tods éoxdrovs
pukopévny  Kivdivovs, kpatrfioaca piv TIV
émévrav Tpénaia Earoe.

¢ For being foremost upon earth in courage
and the arts of war, sometimes she was
leader of the Hellenes, sometimes she stood
alone perforce, when the rest fell away
from her; and after being brought into
the uttermost perils, she vanquished the

invaders and triumphed over them.’

The editor is aware of what others have remarked on—the likeness
of the legend to the facts of the Persian invasion. The clause ra pév
7&v ‘EAMjyov . . . dmoordvrwy represents the particular events of the
war with Atlantis, whereas the translation coordinates it with wdyrwv
mpooTasa k.7.A., a general account of the preeminence of Athens, as it
would be if it described Athenian history in general. This collocation
has also the awkwardness of putting the clause ¢ sometimes she stood
alone’ and ¢ being foremost upon earth’ in the apparent relation of
consequence and reason, The sense is ¢ For being foremost in courage
and warlike arts, she conquered the invader, fighting sometimes at the
head of the Greeks, and sometimes single-handed when the rest de-
serted her.’ :

In the same context there are some mistakes also of rendering.

25 C, dorépe 3¢ xpdve ceiopdy ¢aiolwy xal katakAvoudy yevouévwy,
pias fuépas kal vuktds xahemdjs émeA@ovons, T Te wap’ Vuiv pdxipov way
&0pdov &v katd yijs k.T.A.

This is wrongly rendered, ¢ But in later time, af%er there had been
exceeding great earthquakes and floods, there fell one day and night
of destruction.” The clauses oelopdy. .. yevopévwr and wias . . . émweA-
6ovoys are put in a wrong relation. The day and night of destruction
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must have been a time of earthquake and flood, and not have come
after these. Indeed, it can hardly be doubtful that the clauses are in
entire apposition, and that Plato intends to represent the earthquake
and flood as the events of one day. The passage thus gains in point.

24 E, vdre yap mopedopor v 70 éxet wélayos® vijoov yap mpd Tod
ordparos elxev x.m.A. The editor translates ¢ For in those days the sea
could be crossed, since it had an island before the mouth of the strait,
&c.’ and explains, ¢ Plato means that since the Atlantic was thickly
studded with large islands, it was possible for mariners to pass from
one to another by easy stages until they reached the transatlantic
continent.” It is evident from what comes later that this is not the
meaning of wopedoipor. The editor has mistaken the force of the
second ydp, which introduces the whole account of the island of Atlantis
and its disappearance. Td7e mopedoipov is contrasted with the muddy
and (possibly) shoaly state of the water caused by the subsidence
of the island. Cf. 25 D, 7 e ’ArAavris vijoos Goalrws kard Tis yijs
dtoa Npavloly 80 xal viv dmopov kal &diepelvmrov yéyove 16 Exel
wéhayos, mmAod kdpra Bpaxéos éumoddy Cvros, dv % wvijoos ifopévn
mapéoyero. Cf.also Critias 108 E, which Stallbaum quotes, »iy 3¢ vmd
oe.oudy dicay dmopov TAdY Tots Evlevde éxmAbovaw émi 7o wav wékayos.

In the passage of the Timaeus last quoted (25 D) the editor is not
altogether happy. He may be right in following Hermann, who
rejects Baféos (as Stallbaum does), the reading of A Tor Bpaxéos. But
he observes, ¢ A gives Baféos, which is pointless: surely the question
that would interest a sailor is how near the mud was to the surface :
its depth he would regard with profound indifference.” The editor is
obviously no sailor ; the amateur of the Broads could have told him
better. The note is an amusing instance of the confidence of his
deliverances in all departments alike. The translation and continuation
of the note shews that he does not see the point of mpAod. ¢ There is
little more to be said for Stallbaum’s suggestion rpaxéos. Accordingly
I retain mmAod xdpra Bpaxéos in the sense of very shoaly mud.’ The
mud does not appear at all in the translation, which is ¢ being blocked
by very shallow shoals.” Stallbaum’s emendation is probably wrong,
but it proves (see his note) that he saw what the editor has missed,
viz. that the navigation was impeded, not only by the shallowness,
but by the thick muddy state of the water which made it difficult to
get through. Cf. &wopos mnAds in the Critias above quoted. It is
probably some such tradition as to the state of the water of the
Atlantic which is represented in Tacitus’ Agricola x. 6 ¢sed mare
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pigrum et grave remigantibus, perhibent, ne ventis quidem perinde
attolli though Tacitus himself says nothing about muddiness, and
conjectures a different reason. This explanation, as well as the reading
Babéos, is confirmed by the translation of Chalcidius—¢nisi quod
pelagus illud pigrius quam caetera, crasso dehiscentis [desidentis ?]
insulae limo, et superne fluctibus concreto, habetur.’ The editor’s
inaccurate account of the MS. reading, &c. has been noticed above.

22 B. Solon, after telling the Egyptians of Phoroneus and of
Deucalion and Pyrrha, goes on rods é§ adrdy yevealoyeiv, kal Ta Tév
érdv, 8oa v ols E\eye mepaalar diapvnpovelwy ToVs Xpdvovs dpiOpeiv.
Thus rendered,  And he reckoned up their descendants, and tried by
calculating the periods, to count up the number of years that passed
during the events he related'—38ca & v ols &\eye of course means
‘how many years ago were the events he related!.’ Cf. Jowett, ¢ how
many years old were the events of which he was speaking.” The true
sense of diapvnuovedwy Tods xpdvovs is also missed : it means ¢ recalling
the several periods or dates;’ i.e. he tried to get back to the time of
Deucalion through the periodsor epochs corresponding to the stages of
the genealogical list.

68 D, ra 8¢ &\Aa &6 Tovrer oxeddv SfjAa als &v dpopotodueva ulfeat
Siacd(er Tov elxdra ptdov. Here the point of dgopooduera and of
pb0ov is missed in the translation, ¢ And for the remaining colours it
is pretty clear from the foregoing to what combinations we ought to
assign them so as to preserve the probability of our account.’

Plato uses d¢opotoduera intentionally, and with reference to that
tentative character of his physical speculation on which he strongly
insists from time to time in the course of the dialogue. He calls them
mere elkdra ; and this sense of dpopoiovueva is made the clearer by the
following elxdra (utfor). It is also made perfectly clear in the next
sentence, where he contrasts this mere approximation, which is all that
is possible for men, with the divine knowledge. The sense is ‘it is clear
what combinations they may with probability be likened to.’ pifor
is used with the same association, and should be translated ¢story.’

It is very doubtful whether it is right to join &wd rotrwv dfAov. It
is more likely that 7a & &\Aa énd rodrwv should be joined, meaning
¢ the other combinations derived from the foregoing.’

46 A. In explanation of dreams it is said xaraleipfeicdy 8¢ Twowr
kunjoewy perldvov, olar kal &v olots dv tdmois Aelmwrrar Towatra xal

1 Cf. Herod. II. xiii. 3.



[ 123 ]

rogabra wapéoxovro &popoiwdévra &yros &w Te dyepfelowy dmoprnpuo-
vevdpeva ¢avrdopara. This is rendered ¢ but if some of the stronger
motions are left, according to their nature and the places where they
remain, they engender visions . . . . which are within us, and when we
awake are remembered as outside us. The last words are without sense ;
perhaps they originate in some misunderstanding of Lindau. Quite
a different explanation is given in the note, and no attempt made to
relate it to the translation. ¢ The text may, I think, be explained as it
stands : the images are copied within—that is, in the dream-world, and
recalled to mind without—that is, when we have emerged from the
dream-world.” This explanation seems not improbable, but it is not
new. It is in Jowett—¢which are remembered by us when we are
awake and in the external world.” The editor mentions Martin’s
translation, with which he disagrees, but says nothing of Jowett's.

In 44 C is another instance of a priori scholarship—* o5 Blov dia-
mopevlels (wiy]  Blov (wy=the conscious existence of his lifetime,”
(w3 being a more subjective term than Blos. Compare on the other hand
Eurip. Herc. Fur. 664, (was Biordv.’ (wy Blov is here simply the sub-
stantive corresponding to the verbal phrase {7y Biov, in which the
two words differ no more than their equivalents do in the correspond-
ing English phrase ¢ to live one’s life.

When (7 and Blos are distinguished, there is no mystery of ¢ sub-
jectivity ’ or consciousness in the matter, for (7jv is ascribed to plants.
The distinction is well understood, and is e.g. fairly represented in
Liddell and Scott (who, by the way, give the passage from Eurip,
Herc. Fur. along with the passage of the Timaeus, under (wif). See
especially under Blos, Bidw, and (dw. Plos refers to life as a state or
a whole period ; (fjv refers to life as an activity at any moment.

63. The discussion of this subject may be concluded by an examina-
tion of the editor’s treatment of a passage upon vision (45 B).

The Greek must be given at some length. 7od mupds 8oov 70 pév
xalew odk &oxe, 10 3¢ wapéyew @ds fpuepov, olketov éxdorns Huépas,
oéua dunxarjoavro ylyvesfar. 70 yap évrds TpGy ddedgov dv TovTov
wop el\ikpives émolnoay did TGV SuudTov peiv Aelov kal mukvdy 8lov péy,
pdAiora 8¢ 70 péoov fuumidjoarres Tév dppdrov, dote TO utv Ao ooy
waxirepoy oréyew mav, T0 Towodror 8¢ udvov aitd kabapdy dinbeiv. Srav
ody pelnpepwov ] Pos mepi T Tiis Yews pedua, Tér ékminTovr Spotov mpds
Spowov, fupmayts yevduevov, &v odpa olkewldéy cvvéorn xata THY TEY
Supdrov elfvwplay, Smymep &v dvrepeldn 70 mpoominTor &vdofev mpos B
16v w0 qvvémesev.
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At the beginning of the passage the editor departs from Hermann’s
punctuation, omitting the comma after éxdorns juépas, and inserting
one after 7ukvdy. He translates the first part thus:— Such sort of fire
as had the property of yielding a gentle light but not of burning, they
contrived to form into a substance akin to the light of every day.
The fire within us, which is akin to the daylight, they made to flow
pure smooth and dense through the eyes, having made close the whole
fabric of the eyes and especially the pupils, so that they kept back all
that was coarser and suffered only this to filter through unmixed and
pure. Whenever then there is daylight surrounding the current of
vision, then this issues forth as like into like, and coalescing with the
light is formed into one uniform substance in the direct line of vision,
wherever the stream issuing from within strikes upon some external
object that falls in its way.’

The note is—

This punctuation is due to Madvig, who by merely expunging a comma has restored
sense to the passage. Ordinarily a comma is placed after juépas, leaving us to face the
inconvenient problem, how could the gods make into body that which was body already ?
For Martin’s attempt to specialise the use of o@ua in the sense of ¢ definitely formed
matter’ is hopeless. Eschewing the comma however, we get quite the right sense—
they made it into a substance similar to the daylight, which is a subtle fire pervading
the atmosphere. Thus too the ydp immediately following, to which Stallbaum takes
exception, is justified ; it introduces the explanation how the gods made the fire within
us similar to the fire without.

The editor’s explanation quite deserves the epithet he has applied to
Martin. He himself is wrong in all the points which he so confidently
maintains. The remark about the inconvenient problem as to how
that could be made into a body which was a body already shews an
entire misunderstanding of the drift of the passage. Plato obviously
means that the gods took light (or ¢ the fire which does not burn’) as
a material, and out of it constructed a particular organ of sense—the
SYrews pedpa in fact, for which reference may be made to what has been
said above in par. 37, p. 64 : just as out of flesh, &c. in general is made
a particular organ, the hand, e. g. which is a c@pa. The dyews pedpa
is as much a odpa as the hand, and like it adheres to our body.
Compare the author's own note, ¢ The dyews pedua is just as much
a part of ourselves as the brain or hand: this is clear from 64 D.’
Looking at the Greek, it will be seen that the words 6 yap &ros
x.7.A. do not introduce an account of how the fire in our eyes is made
like the light of day—they are assumed to be already alike in the word
&deApoy—but how a cépa is made out of this light and what oéua it
is. The process described is not represented as terminating in any
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assimilation, but as having the formation of a ¢@pa (¢v cépa ovvéor)
for its result by the union of the inner and outer light.

The imaginary difficulty about o@ua in the first sentence being
removed, it is clear that olkelor éxdomns fuépas is coordinate with the
preceding (8oov &oxe) 70 mapéxew pds fuepor, and like it belongs to the
description of rod wupos Boor 76 kalew odx &oxe. Indeed, apart from
the proof which the passage as a whole gives, the first two sentences
contain evidence enough of the untenableness of the editor’s view. The
‘fire’ in the first sentence could not, according to that view, be the
same in kind as the light of day, or there would be no reason for the
contrivance to make the one like the other. Yet it is defined by
general expressions which naturally describe the light of day, and not
something to be distinguished from it—rd xalew odx &oxe, 70 3@
wapéxew ¢pds fuepoy. Again Stallbaum says that there is here a play
on the words %uépa and fjuepos, and refers to the etymology in the
Cratylus. The editor repeats this (without acknowledgment), and with
his usual logic does not perceive how strongly this confirms the con-
struction which he rejects. If there is a play on the words it is hardly
conceivable that olxelov éxdorns fjuépas could be anything but in appo-
sition to wapéxor ¢ds fjuepov, or rather Soov &oxe 10 wapéxew ¢Pas
finepov. The rendering of the first sentence is too harsh to be probable.
It is difficult to believe, also, that Plato can have intended olxeiov éxdo-
s fuépas (which naturally means ¢light proper to day’) to mean ¢ akin
to the light of day’ (“a substance akin to the light of everyday’). Itis
the harsher, because in the next sentence rovrov (16 évrds fudr ddeAdor
dv Tovrov) naturally refers back to 7o mupds Soov x.7.\., whereas the
editor really refers it to 70 éxdorns fuépas ndp, which he has to get out
of éxdarys fuépas.

¢ Eschewing the comma’ was a misfortune: the insertion of a
comma after mvkvdv is another, and a serious one. The editor has
misunderstood the construction. He makes Aelor xal mvkvdy predicate
of 70 &vros fudy np: see the above quoted translation. But mvkvdy
(‘dense’ as the editor rightly translates) is the exact opposite of what this
‘fire ’ is to be, as is most evident from what follows : it is to be strained
through the close structure (fvpmA.) of the eye and refined,—dore 76 uev
d\\o 8oov maxirepov oréyew, TO TowobTow B¢ pdvor adrd kalbapdy dinbeiy.
The editor'’s confusion is shewn by the note (p. 153) which gives the
argument of this context. While the translation has ¢they made to
flow smooth, pure and dense through the eyes,” the note has ¢from the
eyes issues forth a stream of clear and subtle fire’ It ought to be
‘subtle’; but that cannot be mvkwdy, the meaning of which is illus-
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trated below, 75 A, wvkvov dorody, ‘bone of dense structure.’ mvkvdy
should of course be joined with fuumiNjoavres, and refers to the eyes;
the same is true of Aelor, and the construction is ‘having compressed
the whole texture of the eyes, and especially the middle part of it, so as
to be smooth and dense.’” The combination mvkvér kal Aeiov is also
used in the Republic to describe a substance with smooth reflecting
surface, 510 E, 8o0a mvkvd Te kal Aela kal pavd. Cf. also here 46 A,
(xdromTpa) kal wdvra 8oa éudpavi kai Aeia.

The editor gets wrong also in the remainder of the passage. He
renders §wymep &v dvrepeldy x.T.\., ¢ Wherever the stream issuing from
within strikes upon some external object that falls in its way.’ It
should be, ¢ When it thrusts directly against the light from the ex-
ternal object which meets it.” The editor seems to think that the
passage 8rav odv pebjuepwdv x.r.A. only treats of the coalescence
between the light from the eyes and the daylight in general which
surrounds us, but obviously the latter clause of it, at least, treats of
the coalescence between the light from the eyes and the rays of light
which emanate from the object. This is what Theophrastus under-
stood Plato to mean, and it becomes still clearer in the following
passage on mirrors, The editor himself is there (46 A) obliged to
assume two coalescences, one of the light from the eyes with daylight
in general, and a second between this combination and the rays from
the object : and yet according to his rendering Plato would have said
nothing of the latter in his general account of vision. His rendering
also makes no sense: for if the coalescence were only between the
light from the eyes and the daylight in general, it would also happen
when the ‘¢ stream issuing from within’ did #zof strike on an external
object, and thus the condition 3mymep &v x.7.A., as interpreted by
the editor, would be meaningless 1.

At the end of the discussion of reflection which follows the pas-
sage we have quoted, the editor’s rendering seems very improbable.

Speaking of the reversed position of the image in concave mirrors
(cylindrical not spherical) Plato says (46 C), Totro 8¢, 8rav % 7év kard-
nTpwy Aewdrys, Evbev xal Evbev TYm AaBodoa, T0 defiov els TO dpioTepdy
pépos amdop tiis SYews xai Odrepov éml Odrepov. kard 8¢ TO pijkos

! It has been assumed in the above criticism that Plato may have intended two
coalescences. And that some understood him so would be gathered from ¢ Plutarch’ de
Plac. Phil. IV, xiii. But the natural interpretation of §rav odv uednuepwéy £.+.A. is that
the only daylight with which the ¢ stream of vision’ coalesces is that which comes from
the object seen. It seems likely therefore that the theory of the two coalescences is a
mistake, It does not seem to be found in Aristotle or Theophrastus.
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eTpagey Tob Wposdmov TavToy Tovro Umriov émolnce wav Palvesar, TO
kdrw mpds 70 dvw Tiis adyijs 76 T dvw mpds 70 kdTw WAAW dTGoav.

The second sentence is rendered ‘ but if it is turned lengthwise to
the face, it makes ¢ke same reflection appear completely upside down.’
TalTov Tobro, however, is the configuration of the mirror described
above (7 T@v kardnrpwr Aewdrns &vbev k.7.\.) and orpadéy agrees with
it. In the editor'’s translation the latter has nothing to agree with
either before or after, and he has to get xdromrpov for it out of xard-
arpwy. * Lengthwise to the face’ is also incorrect.

The sense appears to be ‘but if turned ¢n the direction of the length
of the face this same configuration of the mirror makes everything
appear upside down.’

A little above in the same passage (46 A fin.) occur the words moA-
Aaxfi perappubuiobévros, referring to the reflected light (or ¢ fire’ as
Plato calls it). This is translated ¢ in manifold ways deflected’ with
the note ¢ woAA. puer. refers, I conceive, to the various angles at which the
rays are reflected, corresponding to the different angles of incidence.’
Perhaps this is an unguarded inference from °variam intelligit lucis
reflexionem vel refractionem’ &e. in Stallbaum from whom he appears
to have derived the preceding part of his note with reference to Seneca
(see above, par. 3).

perappviuiobévros simply means ‘having had its form changed.’
The word is used thus in Aristotle (cit. Bonitz, Liddell and Scott),
and in Herodotus (cit. Liddell and Scott). It is used in a similar
sense in this very dialogue, g1 D.

Lastly, there is in these notes a severe and contemptuous criticism
of Aristotle’s objection to Plato’s theory of vision. The editor entirely
mistakes the point, and his failure is exemplary. It may be discussed
later.

64. In closing the unfavourable review of the editor’s scholarship,
it is but fair to record the few instances which have been observed,
where he seems really to have improved on a commonly accepted
translation or reading. We have seen that his claims in this respect
are sometimes very ill founded.

150 A, Oepudv 7) Aevkdv 7) kal 6twody 76y évavriwy. Here some of the

! A little above 49 E the text has ¢edyer ydp odx dmouévov Ty Tob 168€ Kal TobTo Kad
T 7§3e kal wdgav §on pbvipa &s vra abrd EvBeikvvrar pdois. The article (ro5) would

be expected before 7@8¢: and the latter word itself may be suspected. It may be
doubted whether it occurs in this kind of formula in Plato, or whether it could be trans-
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other translators (perhaps including Lindau whose rendering is not
clear) take évavria as opposites of ‘hot’ and ‘white,” but the editor
rightly notes ‘Not the opposites to hot and white, but any of the
&vavridryres which are the attributes predicable of matter.”

Chalcidius took the same view. (See above par. 50.) It is however
not new among modern interpreters. Cousin understands évavria
in the same way.

61 C, xal 7a pev 33 oxipact xowwvlas re. Here the editor makes a
much needed correction.

For oxfiuao: the editors from Stallbaum onwards, with the exception of Martin, read
oxfipara sub silentio. This reading is not mentioned by Bekker, and no ms. testimony
is by any one cited for it. It is by no means an improvement; and since I can find
neither its origin nor its authority I have suffered it épfunv dpAeiv and reverted to the
old reading. Ficinus translates ¢ eas species, quae figuris commutationibusque invicem
variantur.’

This is, however, not quite complete. Stallbaum, it is true, reads
oxfpara in the text, and in the heading of his note. But the editor
should have mentioned that Stallbaum in his app. crit. quotes the text
rightly—«al ra pev 8) oxiuas, so that perhaps the change in his text
is some accident.

In 60 B, a valuable correction is made. The editor translates doov
3¢ diaxumikdy péxpr Ppioews T@y mepl 7O ardua fvrddwy by ¢ that which
expands the contracted pores of the mouth to their natural condition,’
and seems only right in saying ¢the construction and meaning of
these words seem to have escaped all the editors.’

The others have been misled by comparing what is said of salt, a
little below, 60 D—76 & ebdppoorov év Tals xowwvlais Tals wepl Ty T
ordparos alobnow, for they suppose that the &ivodor wept 76 ordpa are
the same probably as xowwvla: wepl Tiv T0b orduaros alofnow. The
editor, on the other hand, has rightly seen that the true comparison is
with 66 C, ra 82 mapd ¢pdow fvveordra x.m.A. He is perhaps, however,
hardly first in the field. The key to the passage lies in &Jvodor, the
true meaning of this is found by comparing a group of passages in
this dialogue where it means ¢ junction ’ or ¢ contraction.” The editor
quotes some of these. But the association of this passage with the
group had already been made by Liddell and Scott.

lated ‘relative to this,” as in the editor’s rendering. One may venture to suggest rov
&3¢ in place of 7§3¢. Compare the parallel passages Theaetet. 157 B, 183 A (quoted by
the editor), in the latter of which is found 3¢f 52 0082 Tobro 78 ofTw Aéyew obde ydp &
&7 kwvoiro 70 ol K.TA,



PART 1IV.

THE EDITOR’S NOTE ON THE MOTION OF THE
PLANETS VENUS AND MARS, AND SOME
POINTS IN HIS REPLY.

85. The matter of this Part would properly be reserved for the
discussion of the editor’s note on the scientific subjects, but it is added
here in order to complete the answer to the editor’s reply.

In the ‘Classical Review ’ the editor’s note on the motions of Venus
and Mercury was cited as a case where he puts forward a theory,
which from his manner would be thought new, though it is far
from being so. This is one of the criticisms to which he has replied.

The passage is in 38 D, éwopdpor 3¢ kai Tov iepdv ‘Eppod Aeyduevoy
els Tovs Tdyer pév loddpouov NHAlp KxvkAov ldvras, Ty & évavrlav el\n-
Xdras air@ dtvauw 80ev xaralapBdvovsl Te kal xarakamBdvovtar katd
rabra 97 @AAfAwy fAids Te kal 6 Tod ‘Epuod kal éwopdpos.

There are two main explanations of the words évavrlav elAnxdras
atr@ dvvapw. The first is, that Plato supposes the planets Mercury
and Venus to revolve in a direction opposite to that of the sun, and
explains in this way the fact that these planets are sometimes in
advance of the sun (in the direction of the apparent rotation of the
heavens) and sometimes behind it.

According to the second theory the évavrla 3dvauis does not refer to
a difference in direction of revolution. The difference supposed to be
meant is, that the two planets shew a variation in their orbits, due to
what is called retrogradation, to which the sun is not liable. As is
well known, a planet, in its apparent path in the heavens, sometimes
seems to stop, and then to go backwards, relative to the general
direction of its motion; it stops again, and then resumes what is
called its ‘direct motion.” The Greeks were aware of this, and
after Plato’s time came to invent the theory of epicycles to account
for it.

1
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The editor speaks of the first theory, which he rejects, as if it
were the usual one—¢ These words are usually understood to mean
that Venus and Mercury revolve in a direction contrary to that of
the sun.” He introduces the second, with which he agrees, in a way
which might make the reader suppose it was its first appearance in
literature.

This is rather an inversion of the relation between the theories.
As to the first—it does not seem to have been held by the ancient
commentators. Chalcidius, of whose views Martin speaks, did not
hold it, nor did Proclus, nor the commentators mentioned by Proclus—
Theodorus, Porphyry, Iamblichus, and certain ¢mathematicians.’
Cicero’s translation does not shew how he took the passage, Martin
even thinks it may indicate an opinion like that of Proclus. Alcinous
(quoted by Martin) alters the Greek. The theory of contrary revolution
does not even seem to be mentioned by the ancient commentators
above named. One of the opinions quoted by Chalcidius (eviii.) is
a little like it, but is not the same, for it depends on epicycles : and it
would make no difference, because the editor seems unacquainted with
Chalcidius. Of the modern editors Lindau and Stallbaum neither
hold it nor notice it. Martin, who is probably right, maintains it
at some length, and is perbaps the first editor who did so, though
the passage is translated in this sense (apparently) in Cousin’s trans-
lation, which appeared two years before Martin’s edition.

Information about the second theory, shewing that it was held
in ancient times, is given in Martin’s note on this passage. He says
(vol. ii. p. #2) ¢ Proclus nous apprend que quelques astronomes pré-
tendaient trouver dans le Timée la théorie des excentriques et des
épicycles appliquée & DPexplication des mouvements de Vénus et de
Mercure.’

Now as the epicycles were invented to account for the retrogra-
dations (according to Martin, with special reference to those of
Mercury and Venus), it follows that these astronomers (or mathe-
maticians, as Proclus calls them) thought that Plato, in the passage
before us, was referring to those peculiarities in the form of the
planet’s apparent orbit caused by retrogradation.

Among other places, Proclus refers to these mathematicians in
259 A (one of Martin’s references)—évavriotvrar 8¢ (sc. "A¢podlr
xai ‘Eppdjs) mpds adrdv (sc. ffAwov) od kata ™ év 7ols émixdkAois pdvov
¢dpav, s elmouer mpdrepov kai ol pabnuarikol pacw.

&vavriobvrar wpds abrdy of course corresponds to Plato’s évarrlav
elAnydras avrg dvauw. These ¢ mathematicians’ then thought that
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the characteristic in which the two planets according to Plato are
¢opposed’ to the sun lay in the kind of motion which they ac-
counted for by epicycles. Whether they supposed really that Plato
himself explained this motion by epicycles may well be doubted,
for though Iamblichus (Procl. 258 E) and Proclus apparently thought
they did, there may easily have been some misunderstanding : this,
however, does not concern the present argument.

But whatever uncertainty there may be about this or any other
point in the interpretation of these mathematicians, the view that
Plato is speaking of the phenomena of alternate retrograde’ and
‘direct” motion, without any reference to epicycles, is also represented
in Proclus.

Martin says that Proclus rejected the idea that the theory of
epicycles was referred to in the Timaeus. In fact Proclus (258 E)
quotes Tamblichus with seeming approval thus—é 3¢ ye Oelos *Idu-
BAtxos ofire Tas 1OV émikvkAwy TapeiokukAijoels GmodéxeTar Gs peun-
xarmpévas kal dAhorplws Tod IMAdrwvos eloayouévas, obre x.7.A. And
he says on his own account (221 F—one of Martin’s references)
GAN’ 003t II\drwy %) & Tovrois §) &v AAots émkirhwy 7) ékxévTpoy ToleiTal
pvelav.

On the other hand he gives as one of the ways in which the vauis
of the two planets may be called évavria to that of the sun, the
following (259 B)—elmois & &v xal 8udri 6 pev fjAios olire dpapéaeaw
olre mpoobéseat ypiirar Tév kwioewy olre arnpiypois, ‘Epufs 3¢ xal
*Agpodlry mpomodiopols xpdvrar kal oTnpiypols kal vmwomodiopols,
&vavrlas atrovs el\nxévar mpos TOV ffAiov kaTd TO Qaivduevor duvdues.
This of course means that the two planets have an alternation of
¢retrograde’ and ‘direct’ motion which the sun has not. Cf. also
221 E.

This ancient explanation is the same as that given by the editor.
¢What I believe,” he says, ‘it [i.e. the évavria dYvauis] to be may be
understood from the accompanying figure,” &c. Then after describing
retrogradation by the figure, he continues, * Now this is just what I
believe is the évavrla 3Yvaus, this tendency on the part of Venus,
as viewed from the earth, periodically to retrace her steps’ This
‘ retracing of her steps ’ is exactly dmomodiouds.

Now though the editor calls the view which hardly seems to have
been maintained before Martin the usual one, he says nothing of the
antiquity of the one which he adopts: and it was pointed out in
the Classical Review that he gave it even with an appearance of
originality. Also, that though he might not have read it in Proclus,

12
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attention was called to it in Martin’s note which he had before him,
and which he had made use of.

In reply the editor says ¢#is view [i.e. that which he adopts] i fo
be found neither in Martin's note nor in that of Proclus.’ [!]

66. There is another point which may be conveniently treated here,
because it arises on this passage (38 D) and is one of the subjects of
that part of the editor’s reply with which the preceding paragraph is
concerned.

The ecriticism in the Classical Review contained the following
remark on the note about retrogradation.

The bit of modern astronomy (illustrated by a woodcut) which the editor quite needlessly
adds, illustrates once more the dangers of unfamiliar ground. So also do the notes he
adventures, in 31, on the mathematical sense of dUvamus and Greek treatment of number.

The editor in reply quotes this, omitting the last sentence, and
says—

Hereupon it is only to be remarked, first that it is this quite needless ¢ bit of modern
astronomy’ which alone contains my view of the passage; secondly that this view is to
be found neither in Martin’s note nor in that of Proclus.

‘With this is associated the following personality in a note—

Woodcuts, by the way, seem to have an alarming effect upon Mr. Wilson : he always
charges, head down and eyes shut, whenever he meets one.

There are two points in my criticism : the first is the needlessness
of the modern astronomy inserted in the note, and the second is the
danger of it to the editor. His answer here on the first point is
merely verbal (‘alone contains my view’): he must know the meaning
and justice of the criticism.

The part of his note which was referred to is this :

‘What I believe it (i. . the évavria dvams) to be may be understood from the accom-
panying figure, which is copied from part of a diagram in Arago’s Popular Astronomy.
This represents the motion of Venus relative to the earth during one year, as observed in
1713. It will be seen that the planet pursues her path among the stars pretty steadily
from January to May ; after that she wavers, begins a retrograde movement, and then
once more resumes her old course, thus forming a loop, which is traversed from May
to August. After that she proceeds unfaltering on her way for the rest of the year.
This process is repeated so that five such loops are formed in eight years. Mercury
behaves in precisely the same way, except that his curve is very much more complex
and the loops occur at far shorter intervals. Now this is just what I believe is the
évavria dbvapus, this tendency on the part of Venus, as viewed from the earth, periodically
to retrace her steps.

It will be evident from the last paragraph (65) that the editor could
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have stated his views quite simply and generally, and was under no
obligation whatever to put in this detailed account with a figure
shewing the positions held by the planet Venus in the year 1713,
in every month from January to December. Even if such a note
were right, it would be particularly out of place in this edition,
for, as we have said, the editor in his Preface excuses the omission
of far more important matters on the ground that ¢the commentary
would have been swelled to an unwieldy bulk.” The editor might
have referred to some manual, if he wished anything further ; but such
additions are as tempting to some writers as they are unsafe for them.
The editor includes in his quotation, without comment, the second
part of the criticisms ¢the dangers of unfamiliar ground,’ and is
as unconscious of its possible meaning as he is of the remark on
his mistake about the De Ossium Natura. The note in fact has
a characteristic which has been already observed: it gives informa-
tion useless to those acquainted with the subject, and misleading to
those who are not.

In the first place the lay reader would carry away the impression
which the editor clearly has himself, that the effect of retrogradation
is always to loop the planet’s apparent path; but this is not so.
The effect is sometimes, as in the case of this very planet (Venus), to
produce not loops, but a sort of zigzag, or a sinuation in shape like the
letter S. See, for instance, Lockyer’s Elementary Lessons in Astro-
nomy, fig. 34, ‘ Path of Venus among the constellations.’

But there is a more serious mistake. The editor appears to have
confused two very different diagrams.

The proper figure to illustrate Plato’s text would be a representation
of the apparent path which a planet ‘as viewed from the earth,’
describes ¢ among the stars,” which is a mere matter of observation, and
might be made with more or less accuracy by a Greek of Plato’s time,
This is also such a figure as the reader would expect, and it is
evidently such as the editor thinks he is giving from the way in which
he speaks of it.

But unfortunately he has taken from Arago a diagram representing
a different matter, through a confusion not unnatural to one unac-
customed to the subject. It is not the apparent path of the planet in
the heavens, but a plan of what may be called the real motion of the
planet relative to the earthl. It is not such a figure as Plato could

1 Approximately it may be described as the path traced by the foot of an ordinate

from the planet upon the plane of the ecliptic considered as fixed relative to the earth’s
centre and axis,
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have had before him, but a result of the discoveries of modern
astronomy on the heliocentric system, and is derived by calculation
from a knowledge of the true elliptic paths described by the earth
and Venus round the sun.

It is a plan not of the path of a planet as it would look to a
spectator on the earth, but a calculation of the path as it would look
to a spectator considerably above the earth on a line through its
centre perpendicular to the eclipticc.  'What would appear to such a
spectator as a loop, would sometimes appear to a spectator on the earth
sometimes as an open sinuation, sometimes as a very flat loop, because
the eye of the spectator on the earth being so near the plane of
the planet’s orbit, the loop is seen nearly edgeways,—so flat that
it might escape the early observers, and probably did so: e.g. there
is no proof whatever that Plato kmew of these apparent loops
at all.

The figure given by the editor might have been used by a writer
acquainted with the subject to shew the real relative motion, and to
explain from it the appearances which Plato or the astronomers of his
time might have observed ; though it would not have been much
to the purpose for the interpretation of the text, as not only is there
no evidence that Plato knew even roughly that the motion of the
planet relative to the earth is of this kind, but all his explicit
statements in the Timaeus about planetary motion are incompatible
with it. Such a writer however using the figure in such a way
would of course have distinguished it from the apparent path. The
absence of this necessary distinction and explanation is due to the
confusion which the editor has made.

His mistake appears in another expression. He says the figure
‘represents the motion of Venus relative to the earth during one year,
as observed in 1713 So far from representing anything ¢ observed ’ in
1713, it represents no observation at all, but the result of a calculation,
and it was published in 1709, four years before the time when the editor
supposes the observation to have been made. The dates, at least,
he might have learned from the book whence he took the diagram.
Cassini (who made the calculation) died in 1712, that is a year before
the time when, according to the editor, he made the observation.
The kind of diagram which the editor really wanted, he would
have found in the Plates added at the end of vol. i. of Arago, Nos.
xiii. and xiv.

The editor will at length understand the nature of the ¢alarming
effect > produced by his woodcuts.

LY
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67. In the note on 22 D there are some peculiarities which, when
the nature of some of the inaccuracies already observed is considered,
suggest there has been some slip about the meaning of gvduevos.

In the text the priest explaining how Egypt is saved at periods
when the rest of the earth is devastated by fire, is made to say
iy 8¢ 6 Nellos els e T@Aa cwrip Kai TdTe éx Tavrys tijs Gmoplas
oler Avduevos (V. 1. pudpevos).

The note is as follows :—

Avépevos] The explanation given of this word by Proklos is utterly worthless: Aderas
ydp "ArTinis &1 AMet Tijs dwopias Huds 6 Neihos. Even conceding the more than doubtful
Atticism of Avéuevos =Adaw (the only authority Stallbaum can quote is & very uncertain
instance in Xenophon de venatw 1 17), the clumsy tautology of the participle, thus
understood, is glaring. It appears to me that the right interpretation has been suggested
by Porphyrios, whom Proklos quotes with disapprobation!. Iopgvpios udv 8 ¢now, v
3bta iy maAad Alyvrriov 13 G8wp rdrafev dvaBAvordver 1) dvaBhoe: Tob Neikov, &d xal
13pdiTa ~yijs ékdAovy Tov Neidov, xal ) émavibvar xbroder Talrd T§ Alyvwrip SpAoty xal 7o
ob{ew Avépevor, obx 8ri ) x1ow Avopévy 70 wAG0os T@v UB4rav woiel, AN’ i Aberas dwd
T&v davrod mpy@v xal wpbeowy els 7O tupaves tmexbpevos mpérepov. Nothing can be more
natural than that the Egyptians should have believed that the ¢earth is full of secret
springs,’ which by their breaking forth gave rise to the inundation. It is true that
there is still need of an explanation why the springs burst forth at a certain season: but
the ancient Egyptians do not stand alone in supposing that they solve a difficulty by
removing it a stage further back. Avéuevos will therefore mean ‘being released’ by the
unsealing of its subterranean founts., This explanation also gives a good and natural
sense to xdrafey émaviévas below. 1 hold it then undesirable to admit pvéuevos, which is
the reading of some inferior MSS.

It will be observed that in the first part of this note Avduevos in the
sense of ¢ delivering ’ is rejected with emphasis. 2 The chief reason is
that ‘the clumsy tautology of the participle . .. is glaring’ when
joined to a verb o¢(er of kindred meaning. It might be expected
that here the reading pvduevos would be dismissed for the same reason
and with the same emphasis: for obviously being equivalent to the
rejected sense of Avduevos it would produce the same tautologys.
But in this part of the note nothing is said of gudpevos.

In the second part of the note a scarcely possible inter-
pretation, of the kind not unusual with a scholiast, is adopted
(Avdpevos="being released from its subterranean founts’) and what
is said of pvduevos appears closely connected with this. At the end of
the argument in favour of keeping Avduevos in this sense, is im-

1 This interpretation (Porphyry quoted by Proclus) is quoted in Lindau’s note here.

3 The soundness of this reason will be discussed hereafter.

3 Thus e. g. Stallbaum after defending the meaning of Avéuevos=delivering, imme-
diately adds the rejection of the equivalent pvéuevos ¢ Itaque nihili est quod alii habent
prbpevos.
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mediately added as if part of the subject, ‘I hold it then undesirable
to admit jvdpevos,” &c. This is just the place and the manner in which
a reading would be rejected which would give the same general sense
to the passage as Avduevos with the meaning proposed. After saying
that such a meaning would suit the context, it would be natural to add
in such words as the editor uses, the rejection of a reading nearly
equivalent but with less MSS. authority as ¢ undesirable.’

It is true that though the first part of the note would be a natural
place for rejecting puduevos rightly understood, yet the editor might
very well reserve what he had to say of it till he had done with
Avduevos. Then, however, it is difficult to think (1) that he would
not give as a strong reason against it the fact that it would be a
tautology, and (2) that he would not use some stronger expression
than ¢undesirable’ The emphatic condemnation ‘the clumsy tau-
tology of the participle is glaring > would, as already said, apply to it
as much as to the first discussed meaning of AYopevos. Nor is it the
editor’s manner to speak so leniently of what he has (as he thinks)
such reason to condemn. Cf. his expression in this same note ¢ The
explanation given of the word by Proclus is utterly worthless.’

Thus it remains that gvduevos is rejected in the connection and in
the manner appropriate to a word supposed equivalent to Avduevos
=released from its founts.

It becomes then worth while to look at the authorities used by
the editor, because peculiarities in his notes seem often thus accounted
for.

In one of these, the Engelmann translation, is found a note which
looks like a confirmation, and seems also to explain the nature of the
supposed slip.

The translation follows the reading puduevos and refers it to the
flooding of the Nile ‘indem er austritt.” To this is appended a note
which will be given with the editor’s beside it—omitting non-
essentials, such as the remark on the wisdom of the Egyptians,

Wir haben zwar die von den meisten
und besten Handschriften gebotene Lesart
Avépevos beibehalten, konnen aber nicht
umhin, einzugestehen, dass uns die in
einigen Codd. erhaltene Lesart puvéuevos
den Vorzug zu verdienen scheine. Denn
Avdpevos ist nicht nur aus anderen Griinden
anstossig, sondern gewahrt auch keinen
passenden Sinn,
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Even conceding the more than doubtful
Atticism of Avéuevos=Adaw (the only au-
thority Stallbaum can quote is a very
uncertain instance in Xenophon de venatu
I 17), the clumsy tautology of the par-
ticiple thus understood is glaring.

It appears to me that the right inter-
pretation has been suggested by Porphy-
rios, whom Proklos quotes &c., &ec. . . .
Avéuevos will therefore mean ¢being re-
leased’ by the unsealing of its subter-
ranean founts. This explanation also gives
& good and natural sense to kdrader tmaviévar
below. I hold it then undesirable to
admit Jvéuevos, which is the reading of

Zwar sagen der Soholiast und Suidas:
Avéuevos *ArTinds dvrl Tob Adaw Tijs dwo-
plas & Neihos Huds [quoted by Stallbaum
along with de Venatu], doch ist diese
Bemerkung wohl erst zu Gunsten dieser
Stelle erdacht. Indess sollte dies auck
nicht der Fall sein, 8o enthilt doch Avé-
pevos esnen hchst unnitzigen und schlep-
penden Zusatz zu den Worten éx ravrys
Tijs dwoplas ode.

Man erwartet vielmehr die Art und
Weise bezeichnet, durch welche gerade
der Nil, und nicht auch andere Fliisse, ein
Retter gegen jene Feuersgefahr wird, und
dies geschieht ja eben durch den zu ge-
wissen Zeiten regelmiissig wiederkehren-
den Austritt desselben. Wir sind daher-
in unserer Uebersetzung der Lesart pvé-
pevos gefolgt.

some inferior MSS.

The correspondence of the argument in the first part of the English
note with the German is obvious, and the similarity of expression in
the emphatic passage is striking.

The second part of the English note gets out of the reading Avdue-
vos the same meaning in effect as in the corresponding part of the
German note is got out of guduevos, and the form of this part of the
English note is what would be natural if intended really to answer
such an argument in favour of gvduevos as is expressed in the German
note—an answer tacitly admitting that the interpretation of puvduevos
was right in the German, but shewing it ¢undesirable’ to admit the
inferior reading (cf. beginning of German note) because the better
reading gave the required sense.

If this were so, it would quite clear up all the peculiarities first
remarked in the English note.

There is a further corroborative circumstance. The correspondence
in one part pointed out makes it likely that the editor had read the
German note: and it is likely also because, as he expressly says, the
book containing it is one which he has used, and he would naturally
look at it in such difficult places as the present, if he looked at it at
all. But if so, and if he saw pfvduevos was wrongly taken, it is more
than likely that he would have pointed out the mistake. There is a
tendency in his edition to go out of the way to point out mistakes
or supposed mistakes in other books.

To this may be added that the error would be a slip far more venial
than some others made in the edition.
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There are some other matters of interest here. The sentence ‘ The
explanation [of Avéuevos] gives a good and natural sense to kdrwfev
émaviévas below’ illustrates the frequently defective logic of the editor.
He is trying to make out in favour of his view of Avduevos that it
explains xdrofev ¢maviévar. But the latter phrase is clear enough in
its context, and it is really on the very probable interpretation of it
that the very doubtful interpretation given to Avduevos has to depend,
as is clear from the commentary quoted by the editor, kal 76 ¢waviévar
xdrwlev Tadrd 7¢ Alyvwrlp dnlody kai 70 o¢ (etv Avdpevor . .. 81
Merai &mo 7@y éavrod myy@y. As to the objection to Stallbaum’s view,
the reading is not really uncertain in the De Venatu. The variants
rather confirm the text, Modern editors indeed pronounce the preface
to the De Venatu spurious, although one may suspect this was un-
known to the editor, for else he would hardly have missed the oppor-
tunity of sneering at Stallbaum, and according to his practice elsewhere
he would probably have written Pseudo-Xenophon. But if this sense
of the middle voice of AYw is doubtful, the sense of ‘ ransoming ’ seems
near enough. And Suidas, quoted by Stallbaum, actually has Avéuevos,
&vrl Tod Avrpoduevos kal dmoddwy, ofrw MMAdrwy. Too much should not
be made of the tautology, for as we have seen (page 118), the style of
the Timaeus inclines to a certain sententious repetition. The view
Stallbaum follows, condemned as ¢ utterly worthless’ by the editor, is at
least better than what he himself adopts. It is scarcely probable that
Avdpevos standing alone and without anything before to lead up to it
could have the interpretation maintained by Porphyrius, which is arti-
ficial, though not surprising in a Greek commentator.

Is it possible that the text is unsound? AYOMENOC could be
easily corrupted from AYEOMENOC,a word used of the Nile in a scho-
lium (cit. Stallb.) on this context.

Yet perhaps the text is sufficiently defended, as above indicated, by
that very peculiarity of repetition which, looked on only as ¢clumsy
tautology,’ leads the editor and others to reject it.

68. The evidence that the English note was written under some
misconception about the meaning of guduevos is circumstantial ; but
the chain seems so complete that, though I did not expect the reader
merely with the edition before him would see at once the ground for
my remark in the Classical Review 1, I thought the editor would be the

1 See next note.
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last person to dispute it, and I confess that I was at first surprised
at his replyl.

Under ordinary circumstances I should have felt the reply must be
accepted as a denial, and that it shewed this to be a case where strong
circumstantial evidence had failed, and the coincidences remarked to
be only curious accidents. I should therefore have thought it proper
to withdraw the criticism expressly, not merely to drop it in silence :
though I should have pointed out that I had so far done no injustice,
seeing that the evidence was strong and the argument of a kind to
which the editor’s work is fairly liable from what is proved of it.

But the circumstances are not ordinary. 1In the first place, the most
charitable explanation of much which the editor says is defect of memory
and confusion of mind. In the second place, the editor has point blank
denied statements in my review about the commentary of Proclus and the
notes of Martin, where the evidence is not circumstantial, but an ocular
demonstration can easily be given, and has been given?. On what
verbal ambiguity he can be relying in order to vindicate in any shape
his denial of those statements I do not know. There is room there-
fore for a similar doubt about what may be behind his reply here also.

It should be observed further that there is not really here a point
blank denial. The editor seems only to appeal to the absence in
his note of any direct statement of the meaning of puduevos (cf.
¢ there is not a word more’), but he does not deny that he made
some slip or other about its meaning. Ordinarily one would say it was
a mere quibble to distinguish such an answer as the editor makes from
a complete denial. This, however, cannot be securely maintained after
what has just been referred to. And besides, an instance can be given
where also there is not an actual categorical denial, and where also
from the editor’s tone the reader would certainly suppose a complete
denial conveyed, where nevertheless it can be shewn that the categori-
cal denial which was not given could not be given.

! The editor refers to the criticiam as an ¢ extraordinary mare’s nest’ and continues :—In
22 D I retain in my text the vulgate Avéuevos, which in the note (following a suggestion
of Porphyry’s quoted by Proclus) I support, contending that although it cannot bear the
sense of ‘ delivering,” which is given to it by some, it is admissible and appropriate in the
sense of ‘being released.” And having thus, in my judgment, sufficiently defended the
reading, I end with these words: ‘I hold it then undesirable to admit fvéuevos, which is
the reading of some inferior MSS.” There is not a word more. Hereupon Mr. Wilson
is inspired with the following happy thought: ¢‘In 22 D the note shews that fvéuevos
¢ delivering ” is taken for something like ¢ flowing” or ¢ overflowing,” a mistake
evidently from the German translation used by the editor !’

? Par. 65.
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69. The case is as follows. In the Classical Review among other
remarks of mine on the editor’s note to 38 D occurs this—

The editor's attack here on Martin is an instance of the method which vitiates his
interpretation everywhere. He assumes Plato couldn’t mean anything which would
get him into a certain kind of difficulty, and makes rash generalisations about his
infallibility in this respect which the Timaeus itself confutes.

In his reply the editor says—

Furthermore it might be interesting to learn wherein consists an ‘attack upon
Martin,” which our critic attributes to me. I refer to Martin three times in this
connexion, and each time with approval.

Here there is no actual denial that Martin was attacked, but the
impression which the reply is certain to convey to the reader is (1)
that the editor was blamed for attacking Martin, and (2) that he was
so far from attacking Martin’s view that he only spoke of it with
approval, and that therefore he had been the victim of a deliberate
misrepresentation.

Now (1) from what is above quoted of the criticism passed on the
editor, it will be at once evident that the point of it was not that he
attacked Martin, but that the attack was unsuccessful. And (2)as for
what the reply would convey of the editor’s attitude, the truth is that
he did not ¢ approve ” at all of Martin’s view as to the motion ascribed by.
Plato to Mercury and Venus (the point in question), a view which he
had before him in a note which he uses and quotes from.

Martin held that in 38 D the words ™ &avrlav elAnxdras aire
dYvauw mean that the two planets revolve in a direction contrary to-
that of the sun: the editor, as already seen, disagrees entirely with this.
Not only so, but he attacks Martin’s view, and attacks it in rather
strong terms. His words (in which ¢ the contrary motion ’ is the kind
Martin means) are as follows—

If the contrary motion of the two planets is insisted on, the result follows that we have
here the one theory in the whole dialogue which is manifestly ! and flagrantly inadequate.
Plato’s physical theories, however far they may differ from the conclusions of modern
science, usually offer a fair and reasonable explanation of such facts as were known to
him: they are sometimes singularly felicitous, and never absurd. I cannot then believe
that ke has here presented us with a hypothesis so obviously futile.

Thus the editor has done the very thing which his reply would be.
supposed emphatically to deny. What can be the meaning of this ?
A conjecture may be offered.

! The italics are not in the original.
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The editor in the place where he attacks the view in question does not
mention Martin’s name. Perhaps, then, he means he has not attacked
Martin, but would admit he attacked Martin’s view. Or perhaps he
would say it is not Martin’s view because others beside Martin have held
it. (For instance, the first sentence of his note is ¢ These words are usually
understood to mean that Venus and Mercury revolve in a direction
contrary to that of the sun. This view I believe to be untenable.’)
This would not only be an evasion, but an unfortunate one. For, as
said above, Martin is the principal, if not quite the first, representative of
this theory, which is not in the chief ancient commentators, and which
appears in modern editions for the first time in Martin, though Cousin
had translated in this sense two years before Martin’s edition.
Besides a comparison of the editor’s note with that of Martin which
he had before him, and otherwise quotes, shews that it was Martin
whom he had in mind in the attack quoted®.

But what can the ‘approval’ mean ? for after what has been quoted
from the editor’s own note, it may be wondered how such an expression
can be explained. The answer this time is simple. The approval
which the reader would suppose, if it were at all relevant to the
editor’s defence, to be approval of the view which he was said
to have attacked, is not approval of that view at all, but of some-
thing else.

Apparently the editor gets ¢4ree instances of approval (¢ I refer to
Martin three times in this connection, and each time with approval ’),
by taking in the preceding note where he had quoted as probably true
a remark of Martin’s which has nothing at all to do with the question
of the ‘ contrary motion.” It refers to something in the same passage,
and thus the editor gets it in under the general expression ‘in this
connection.’

The second reference to Martin is a quotation of ¢his statement of
the facts which it is supposed the contrary motion is intended to
explain.’ Here there is no expression of approval. Indeed, while the
facts as facts are subject neither to disapproval or approval, the editor
would on his theory apparently disapprove of Martin’s view that they
are the facts Plato wishes to explain.

The third reference to Martin is an approval not of Martin’s view,
but of what the editor considers a serious objection to it, stated by
Martin himself :—¢ Now, as Martin observes, the theory of contrary

! It is in fact so natural to speak as I did that it never even occurred to me that I had
used a phrase the editor would object to.
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motion ’ [Plato’s theory according to Martin’s view] ‘is flagrantly
inadequate to account for these facts.’

These seem to be the only three places to be found in which Martin’s
name is mentioned ¢in this connexion ;’ and it turns out that the only
instance of approval relevant to the matter before us, is one where the
editor does not approve of Martin’s view. (‘I cannot then believe that
he has here presented us with a hypothesis so obviously futile’ For the
whole passage, see above, page 140.)

Here, then, is a clearly proved case of apparent denial, seeming even
to amount to the opposite of the statement which is traversed (‘approval,’
in fact, instead of ¢ attack’), so that the fact that there happens to be
no categorical denial would never be noticed : where nevertheless, as
has been shewn, a real denial could not be made, and reliance appears
to have been put on some mere verbal distinction.

70. The argument in the preceding paragraph, against the
editor’s first reply, has been purposely retained, though since it was

written he has given a second reply in the Classical Review. (See
Class. Rev., May, 1889.)

In my first short answer I gave as a test of the value of the editor’s
statements the part of his reply criticised in the foregoing paragraph.

The editor accepted this test. In the more than confident tone of
his reply and in the personalities which accompany it the editor has
again run a great risk, for failure would mean disaster. His words
are as follows—

I have but a few words to add in reference to Mr. Wilson’s attempt at replying to my
criticisms. I am in no wise concerned, as I have already said, with his opinion of my
scholarship and philosophy, but only with his imputations of mala fides. I therefore
refrain from all comment on his remarks, except as regards the point which he puts
forward as a test question between himself and me and which beyond doubt answers that
purpose admirably.

In attempting to justify his assertion that I attack Martin in a certain passage, he
quotes part of my animadversions upon the contrary motion which, as is commonly
thought, Plato assigns to Venus and Mercury. This is no theory of Martin’s, but a
popular and obvious interpretation of Plato’s words, which Martin repeats, presumably
because he saw nothing better for it, but to which he urges the gravest objection. The
passage cited from my note strongly emphasises the objection which Martin felt, and
which any one must feel, to this astronomical hypothesis, and simply amplifies a sentence
in the very same note, which is this: ¢ Now, as Martin observes, the theory of contrary
motion is flagrantly inadequate to account for those facts.” The ‘attack upon Martin’ is
actually and expressly an argument on Martin’s side.

Now Mr. Wilson either saw this or he did not: the inference in either case need not
be precisely specified. He may then write a pampbhlet, or (as perhaps his style would
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lead us to expect) a stout quarto, without being troubled by any more observations on
my part. Far be it from me to interfere with this austere moralist in the execution of
what he ¢conceives a public duty.’

Here the editor takes the line which had been in anticipation
described in the foregoing paragraph as ¢ an unfortunate evasion.” He
says the theory is not Martin’s because Martin ¢ repeats ’ it from others.
He even gives the reader the impression that Martin merely repeated
it as the best he knew of, that he was dissatisfied with it, and urged a
strong objection to it, and that (so far) he is himself ‘actually and
expressly on Martin’s side” All this constitutes an incredible perver-
sion of the facts : facts which are most obvious to anyone with Martin
before him.

(1) Martin ¢ repeats ’ this theory from no one. As already said, he
is the principal exponent of it. Without citing anyone else’s authority
he puts it forward on his own account, and bases it on the natural sense
of the words and on the evidence of another passage, 36 D. He just
notes the fact that Cousin agreed with him quite at the end of his note
and incident to a criticism of Cousin 1.

(2) The theory is Martin’s in the fullest sense. He adopts it
entirely and unreservedly, he decides for it in the most positive and
unmistakable language. In the very remarks to which the editor
replies, I quoted the following sentence from Martin which is by itself
decisive, ¢ Platon a voulu dire &ien positivement que ces deux plandtes
suivent une direction opposée & celle du soleil.

‘Now’ (to speak in the editor’s language) ‘either he saw this
sentence in the Classical Review or he did not : the inference in either
case need not be precisely specified.” To prevent even the possibility
of doubt on the issue it is only necessary to quote some of the context
from which the above sentence is taken.

¢ La phrase de Platon signifie donc évidemment, que Mercure et Vénus
vont dans le sens contraire & celui od va le soleil. En effet, plus haut 2,
aprés avoir dit que le cercle de la nature de ’autre et le cercle de la
nature du méme vont en deux sens contraires, Platon a ajouté que les
sept cercles dont se compose le cercle de la nature de P’autre, c’est-a-
dire les sept cercles des plandtes vont en des sens contraires les uns aux
autres, GAAAois. Quels sont done ceux qui ne von? pas dans le méme sens
que la majorité ? Platon nous ’apprend ici: ce sont ceux de Mercure

! Martin merely says of Cousin’s interpretation of another clause in the passage ‘le
sens que M. Cousin a adopté, serait parfaitement conforme & I’hypothdse de Proclus, mais
est inconciliable aveo celle que M. Cousin a reconnu comme moi dans le ZT¥mée.’

2 The passage referred to is 36 D,
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et de Vénus. Dans ce méme passage, Platon nous avait dit que quatre
de ces cercles font leurs révolutions avec des promptitudes diverses,
trois avec des promptitudes égales. Nous voyons maintenant que ces
trois derniers sont ceux du soleil, de Mercure et de Vénus. Ces deux
passages, ainsi rapprochés, s’expliquent ’'un par Vautre, et ¢tablissent
d'une maniére incontestable le sens de la théorie des mouvements de
Vénus et de Mercure d’aprés le Timée. Platon a voulu dire bien posi-
tivement que ces deux planétes suivent une direction opposée & celle du
soleil ; Qailleurs la suite de la phrase e prouve, ¢ C’est pour cela, ajoute
Platon, que ces trois plandtes s’atteignent et sont atteintes semblable-
ment, kara Tadrd, les unes par les autres.” En effet, quand deux corps
vont & la rencontre un de Pautre, ils g’atteignent mutuellement ; or,
d’aprés la phrase de Platon, c’est ce qui a lieu pour le soleil d'une part,
et de Dautre pour Mercure et Vénus.

(3) The difficulty of which Martin speaks, and of which the editor
makes so much capital, has been entirely misrepresented by him.

It is simply untrue that Martin ‘urges’ the difficulty €as the
gravest objection’ to the view that Plato means Mercury and Venus
to move in a direction opposite to that of the sun. On the con-
trary, as we have seen, he holds the view ‘incontestable :’ instead
of supposing it wrong, he holds that Plato himself made a mis-
take,and gave a theoryin disagreement with some obvious phenomena.
So far from the editor being ‘on Martin’s side, Martin actually
condemns those commentators who, like the editor, have allowed this
disagreement with facts to prevent them from giving the words what
is, according to Martin, their natural and necessary meaning.

To make quite clear the extent of the editor’s misrepresentation, we
must again quote a passage from Martin,

‘ Platon au sujet des mouvements de Mercure et de Vénus, parait
g’étre arrété surtout a cette observation, qu’au bout de la révolution
annuelle du soleil, elles se trouvent toujours a une assez faible distance
de cet astre, et en avoir conclu que leurs révolutions, quelles qu’en
puissent étre les irrégularités, s’effectuent toujours a peu prés dans un
an. S§’il en était resté 13, son opinion efit été du moins & peu prés
d’accord avec les premiéres apparences ; mais ¢ ajoute que leur mouve-
ment est dans le sens contraire & celui du mouvement annuel du soleil. 11
avait sans doute remarqué que ces deux plandtes avancent souvent sur
cet astre; mais, si ce qu’il dit était vrai, elles devraient prendre tou-
jours de plus en plus de I’avance sur lui, puisque leur mouvement
planétaire serait dans le sens du mouvement diurne; et aprés s’étre
écartées de lui suivant tous les angles possibles, et avoir gagné sur lui






